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INTRODUCTORY NOTE 

BY THE GENERAL EDITOR 


I N England, as in France and Germany, the main character¬ 
istic of the last twenty years, from the point of view of the 
student of history, has been that new material has been accumu¬ 
lating much faster than it can be assimilated or absorbed. The 
standard histones of the last generation need to be revised, or 
even to be put aside as obsolete, in the light of the new informa¬ 
tion that is coming in so rapidly and in such vast bulk. But 
the students and researchers of to-day have shown little en¬ 
thusiasm as yet for the task of re-writing history on a large 
scale. We see issuing from the press hundreds of monographs, 
biographies, editions of old texts, selections from correspondence,' 
or collections of statistics, mediaeval and modern, But the 
writers who (like the late Bishop Stubbs or Professor Samuel 
Gardiner) undertake to tell over again the history of a long 
period, with the aid of all the newly discovered material, are 
few indeed. It is comparatively easy to write a monograph on 
the life of an individual or a short episode of history. But the 
modem student, knowing well the mass of material that he has 
to collate, and dreading lest he may make a slip through over¬ 
looking some obscure or newly discovered som’ce, dislikes to stir 
beyond the boundary of the subject, or the short period, on 
which he has made himself a specialist. 

Meanwhile the general reading public continues to ask for 
standard histones, and discovers, only too often, that it can 
find nothing between school manuals at one end of the scale 
and mmute monographs at the other. The series of which this 
volume forms a part is intended to do something towards meeting 
this demand. Historians will not sit down, as once they were 
wont, to write twenty-volume works m the style of Hume or 
'Lingard, embracing a dozen centuries of annals. It is not to 
be desired that they should—^the writer who is most satisfactory 
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In dealing with Anglo-Saxon antiquities is not likely to be the 
one wilt) will best discuss the antecedents of the Reformation, or 
the constitutional history of the Stuart period. But something 
cw be done by judicious co-operation : it is not necessary that 
a genuine student should refuse to touch any subject that 
embraces an epoch longer than a score of years, nor need history 
be written as if it were an encyelopiedia, and cut up into small 
fragments dealt with by different hands. 

It is hoped that the present series may strike the happy 
mean, by dmdmg up English History into periods that are 
neither too long to be dealt with by a single competent specialist, 
nor 80 short as to tempt the writer to indulge in that over¬ 
abundance of unimportant detail which repels the general reader. 
They are intended to give something more than a mere outline 
of our national annals, but they have little space for controversy 
or the discussion of sources, save in periods such as the dark 
age of the 6th and 6th centuries after Christ, where the criticism 
of authorities is absolutely necessary if we are to arrive at any 
sound conclusions as to the course of history. A number of maps 
are to be found at the end of each volume which, as it is hoped, 
will make it unnecessary for the reader to be continually referring 
to large historical atlases—tomes which (as we must confess 
with regret) are not to be discovered in ev^y private library. 

Genealogies and chronological tables of kings are added where 
necessary. 


C. OMAN 



PREFACE 


4 NYONE who has attempted the task of writing the history 
XA of a crowded period in a given number of pages will judge 
leniently some at least of the many defects of this book. Of its 
defects—more particularly its sms of omission—no one can be 
so conscious as the author. Many paragraphs have had to be 
,excised and some chapters to'be omitted. But one thing I 
|Would crave permission to say. This is not a long book, still 
less can it pretend to be a great book, but it is at least the 
fruit of prolonged study and reflection. I began the accumula¬ 
tion of materials more than twenty years ago; some few 
sections of the book were actually written fifteen years ago, and 
during the intervening period the subject—in one or other 
of its varied aspects—has been rarely absent from my mind. 
The delay in the execution of my task has not only given 
me the opportumty for reconsideration and reflection, but 
has enabled me to utilize many authorities of first-rate import¬ 
ance only recently made available. Among these I regard the 
Letters of Queen Victoria as of primary significance for the 
period 1887-1861. Invaluable ^llso (though utilized by previous 
writers) are Greville’s Journals, the Creevey and Croker Papers, 
the Melbourne Papers, and above all the Peel Papers. The 
Canning Letters (ed. Bagot) have thrown considerable light 
upon an earlier period (1800-1827), while for the latest period 
(1860-1901)the historian is confronted with an ever-accumulatmg 
mass of materials in the shape of Biographies, Memoirs, Dianes, 
Letters, and Papers. 

Among a large number of such publications I would particu¬ 
larly mention the Life of Lord Palmerston, begun by Lord 
Balling and completed by Mr. Evelyn Ashley; Lord Morley’s 
Life of Gladstone, Lord Fitzmaiuice’s Life of Lor d Granville, Mr. 
Holland’s Life of the Duke oj Devonshire, Mr. O’Brien’s Life of 
C S. Parnell, and the Memorials of Roundell Palmer, Earl of 
Selborne. The Novels of Disraeli seem to me hardly less worthy 
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df «tudy than his Speeches, and his brilliant Life of Lord George 
Bentmck ; but Mr. Monypenny’s volumes appeared too late for 


me to use. 

!nie plan of this work does not permit the parade of the 
apparatus of “ original research,” and I have had to keep 
" references ” withm narrow hmits, but for years I have been a 
student of the original materials for the history of the nineteenth 
century, and if the results of this saturation are not apparent in 
the text, my critics must hold responsible either my lack of 
literary skill or the concentrated form of the narrative. Of 
secondary authorities also I have made fuU use, and I wish to 
acknowledge a special debt to the laborious work of Sir Spencer 
Walpole and the brilliant volumes of Mr Herbert Paul. With 
the conclusions of both writers I have found myself frequently at 
variance, but no historian of this period can afford to neglect 
their works, I should like to add, as an act of piety, that it was 
the attractive pen of Mr, Justin McCarthy which first aroused 
my boyish interest m this period. I hope that I have not failed 
to acknowledge any specific debts, but in a work which has 
extended over a long period of time, especially if it has formed 
the basis of teaching, one can never be sure. For any un¬ 
acknowledged borrowings, either of thought or expression, I ask 
pardon. 

The reader wiU perceive that I have frequently abandoned 
strict chronology. All that I have to say of India, for example 
wiU be found in Chapters XIV, XV., and XXIV, and, as far as 
possible, I have treated Foreign affairs apart from the details 
of domestic politics. I am aware of the objections to this 
method, but the advantages seem to me to outweigh the 
disadvantages. 


The book 1^ been read in type-script by Professor Oman, 

Beaven, late 

Head Master of Preston Grammar School. Both these scholars 
tave made valuable suggestions, and to both my grateful thanks 

acknowledge the courtesy of the pro¬ 
prietors and editors of the Quarterly Review and the Fortnightly 
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Review in permitting me to utilize articles which I have contri¬ 
buted to these Reviews. In the compilation of the Index I have 
been assisted by my wife. 

J A. R MARRIOTT 

April 7th, 1D13 


NOTE TO SECOND EDITION 

A FEW misprints and errors have been corrected, and a 
few recently published works have been added to the 
bibliography. Among these the most important are the bio¬ 
graphies of Lord Clarendon and Lord Lyons by Sir Herbert 
Maxwell and Lord Newton respectively, and to them I have 
given some references mainly in Chapters XII., XIII., and 
XXII. Judgments to which exception was taken by ob¬ 
viously competent reviewers have been carefully reconsidered, 
and in one or two cases have been modified ; but to one category 
of complaints I am compelled to present an adamantine front. 
Reviewers who complain that this or that movement has been 
scantily treated, or this or that man insufficiently noticed, 
ought in fairness to bear in mind hmitations of space, and address 
themselves to my publisher. It would have been far easier for 
me to have disposed my matter in three volumes rather than in 
one. 

It is, however, eminently satisfactory to observe that most 
of such criticisms cancel out, proving that, in a period so recent, 
relative values have still to be adjusted. Similarly m regard to 
another category of criticisms One important journal heads 
its review “ A Tory on England ” , another, of opposite com¬ 
plexion, declares that the author “ appears himself to be a 
democrat ” ; a third affirms that the “ book is a substantial 
effort to write impartial history,” and adds that “ it fails 
because Mr Marriott is a historian and therefore cannot be 
impartial 
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Sufh conflict of criticism may well leave an author con¬ 
tented. To one accusation only, if it were just, should I be 
sensitive : that the book gives “ nothing about tlie Imperial 
sentiment Of its justice I am more than wiUing that readers 
of the book should judge. For the rest, an historian of the 
nineteenth century must needs offend some susceptibilities 
which he would fam respect; he is compelled to excise much 
that is of interest to himself, and to disappoint almost every 
reader who has special hobbies or pet heroes. He may deem 
himself fortunate if the offence proves to have been distributed 
impartially, and if he is convicted only of such omissions as 
would, if remedied, have involved the transgression of inevitable 
limitations, or—still worse—a sacrifice of perspective and pro¬ 
portion. One sentence I am conslramed to add. I should be 
groaily insensible to generosity if I failed to acloiowledge, with 
amccrc gratitude, the cordial reception generally accorded to 
this work by my confrires and cntics, not least by those who 
are and know themselves to be politically opposed to the author. 

J. A. R MARRIOTT 

WOBCESTJSIt COLIJSGJE, 

32ntl Jtme 1911 


NOTE TO THIRTEENTH EDITION 

F or this edition the book has been subjected to a thorough 
revision, but mainly in respect of small points of style. 
Ill substance the book remams m its original form. I am 
^mcious that its “angle” may be derided as hopelessly 
“ Victorian Such criticism would not perturb me : it is 
evidently proper that the tone should accord with that of the 
period under review ; nor is it certain that the social, economic, 
and political presuppositions of the “ Victorian era ” wiU not 

m the long run prove less unsound than it is to-day fashionable 
to assume 


191.4 


J. A. R. MARRIOTT 
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BOOK I 

THE AFTERMATH OF WAR, 1815-1832 

CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTORY 

E ngland emerged from the great -war the most powerful The end 
nation m the world. Compelled by the action of the French 
Republic to take up arms in 1793, she had sustained the struggle, ^ 
almost without pause, for a quarter of a century—^not seldom sm^e- 
handed. Again and again she had been deserted by her allies. Again 
and again they had been encouraged, partly by hei liberal subsidies, 
partly by her dogged resolution, partly by her unbroken supremacy 
at sea, to recombine to resist the domination of the new Charlemagne. 

Her steadfastness, courage, and endurance at last reaped the ap¬ 
propriate reward Impotent to assail Enghsh power at sea, foiled m 
his attempt to rum her commerce, baffled by the national spirit 
which he had himself aroused in Germany and Spam, overwhelmed 
under Russian snows, and finally conquered by the genius of 
Wellington, Napoleon was at last driven into exile, and Europe was 
at peace. 

The task of the soldiers ended, that of tlie diplomatists began. The 
Over the settlement which they effected at Pans and Vienna, England settle- 
naturally exercised a powerful influence. Her own material acquisi- 
tions seem, however, at first sight to be incommensurate with the 
sacrifices she had made in the common cause. Russia reaped a rich 
harvest in Poland and on tlie Baltic littoral ; Austria exchanged her 
embarrassing heritage in the Netherlands for much-coveted provinces 
in Northern Italy, Prussia underwent a territorial leadjustment 
which definitely determined her political destiny; Sweden was 
partially consoled for her losses on the Baltic by the acquisition of 
Norway; the Dutch Stadtholder absorbed Belgium, and the King of 
Sardinia annexed Genoa. Compared with the substantial gains of 
her prmcipal allies the compensations obtained by Great Britain 
might appear inadequate ; in reality, as will presently appear, they 
were scarcely less pregnant with future possibilities than those of 
Russia, Prussia, or Austria. Her attitude in the negotiations which 
preceded the peace was consistent with her unselfish activities 
throughout the war Her first anxiety was to secure a settlement 
which should be at once equitable and permanent. Captious critics 
are apt to assume that neithei result was actually attained. It is 
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commoTily asserted that the diplomatjsts were inspired solely by the 
spirit of reaction , that they ignored the new and vital forces gener¬ 
ated during the last twenty years ; that they paid excessive deference 
to the convenience of rulers and too little to the rights of subjects; 
that they were solicitous for the principle of equilibrium but eareless 
as to that of nationality; m fine, that they erected a flimsy structure 
upon unstable foundations. Criticism m the light of after events is 
easy. The task of the diplomatists was exceptionally difficult Their 
first and most obvious duty was to erect the strongest possible barrier 
against a recurrence of the devastating flood from which Europe had 
so lately emerged It is not pretended that they were entirely 
successful; the ill-assorted union of Belgium and Holland lasted 
only fifteen years ; the territorial partition of Italy, and the consti¬ 
tutional settlement of Germany were not destmed to much greater 
permanence ; but at least it may be claimed that the peace of Europe 
yf&n not again seriously disturbed for more than a generation. 

EnnWi Great Britain had not much personal mterest m the territorial 
reconstruction in Europe. She retained the island of Malta as an 
additional guarantee for her naval supremacy m the Mediterranean; 
she accepted tlie protectorate of the Ionian Isles, which Bonaparte 
had intended to use as stepping-stones to the East, in the Northern 
Seas she acquired Heligoland, and she employed her dominant 
mfluence to induce France to bind herself, without loss of time, to 
concert with the British Government “ the most effectual measures 
for the entire aud definitive abohtion of a commerce so odious and 
so strongly condemned by the laws of religion and nature ” as the 
slave trade. For the rest England sought her compensations further 
afield, 

British India, doubled in extent under the rule of Lord Wellesley 
(1798-1805), was beginning to exert a powerful influence upon the 
policy of the homeland. The retention in 1815 of the Mauritius, of 
Ceylon, and above all, of Cape Colony, was significant of this new 
influence. These acquisitions, although valuable in themselves, were 
primarily important as stages on the highway to India. 

The West Indies were, in 1815, regarded as hardly less important 
than the East. And not without reason Out of the total exports 
of £58,621,550 no less than £7,218,057, or little less than one-eighth, 
went to the West Indies. The retention, therefore, of Trinidad, St. 
Lucia, Demerara, and Essequibo meant more than the present 
generation is wont to realize. 

Substantial in amount and significant in direction as these acquisi¬ 
tions undoubtedly were, no one can pretend that they afforded exces¬ 
sive compensation for the sacnfices which Great Britain had made 
during the prolonged contest with France. To many they seemed 
ndiculously inadequate But be this as it may, it is at least ineou- 
‘ 1‘orter, Proiress cf Ike Natton, p 477 (ed, 1912) 
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testable that the war left England with prestige enormously enhanced, 

With power unbroken, and Empire extended. 

These things were not bought without price. If England reached Econormo 
in 1815 the zenith of political and mditaiy prestige, she touched the 
nadir of mdustrial dislocation and social discontent That a great unrest 
war IS mvanably followed by a period of economic recoil has become 
a commonplace of historical generalization. But the recoil of 1816 
was unprecedently severe and unusually pioloiiged For this there 
were many reasons, which will demand detailed investigation later 
on. For the moment it must suffice summarily to point out that the 
period of the great wai was coincident with that of the Industrial 
Revolution. Thanks to a senes of remarkable mechanical inventions, 

England, which had for centuries been a granary and a sheepfold, 
was suddenly tiansformed into the workshop of the world. Parallel 
to the manufacturing revolution, and practically coincident with it, 
there had taken place m agricultural methods changes which revolu¬ 
tionized the rural economy of England. Down to the outbreak of 
the wai' more than half the parishes in the country were cultivated 
on the “ open field ” system ; and the results as regards aggregate 
yield, were, by general consent, disastrous. During the reign of 
George III. no less than 8,200 Enclosure Acts were passed, and more 
than SIX million acres were enclosed Improved methods of cultiva¬ 
tion and of stock breeding were introduced; farms were consolidated; 
capital was embarked m agriculture, and science was called in to 
reinforce the old rule of thumb Thanks to this agricultural revolu- The In- 
tion, England was able not merely to feed a rapidly increasing popu- dustrial 
lation at home, but to export her produce to the continental countries 
rendered sterile and desolate by the ravages of war Hardly less volutions 
important than the revolution m manufacturing and agricultural 
methods was the immense development diuing the same period in 
means of communication While “ Turnip ” Townshend and Coke 
of Holkham, Ellmann of Glynde, BakeweU and Arthur Young 
multiplied a hundred-fold the productiveness of the soil; while Kay 
and Hargreaves, Arkwright and Crompton, Cartwi’ight and Watt, 
revolutionized the textile industry; Brindley and the Duke of 
Bridgewater, Telford and Macadam, gave to labour a new mobility 
and facilitated enormously the exchange of commodities. Down to 
the accession of George HI. England, m regard to means of transport, 
was the most backward country in Western Europe. The first Canal 
Act was not passed until 1755 and the roads were scandalously bad.^ 

At the date of the accession of Queen Victoria England possessed 
4,000 miles of navigable waterway, the trunk roads were improved 
out of recognition; steam navigation had begun, and two lines of 
rail had been laid down. 

With the economic, social, and pohtical results of these changes 
* Of, Arthur Young, Tours m Great Britain, passim 
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this volume must be largely concerned: the stupendous increase of 
aggregate wealth; the rapid growth of population and the significant 
dianges in its distribution; the rise of new industries and the growth 
of cities i tile development of means of communication; the expan¬ 
sion of over-sea trade—these things suggest some at least of the clues 
which may enable the student to track the maze presented by the 
history of the nineteenth century. For the historian of this period is 
confronted by a task different in kind from that which impedes the 
student of the Middle Ages. He is baffled not by paucity, but by 
redundance of material. His function, consequently, is selective 
rather than accumulative 

It may be well, therefore, to indicate at the outset the more im¬ 
portant lines of development upon which m this complicated period 
attention should be concentrated 

Tlie nineteenth century may be summarily described as the period 
of Democracy and Empire, Science and Industry. It witnessed a 
fourfold revolution: Political, Social, Economic, and Intellectual. 
From the political standpoint the period falls natm'ally into three 
great divisions, corresponding to three striking changes in the centre 
of political gravity. The years between 1815 and 1832 witnessed 
the close of the rule of the aristocratic oligarchy which had governed 
England, and in the mam with conspicuous success, for a century 
and a half. The Reform Act of 1802 dethroned the landed ansto- 
^cy and committed supreme power to the commercial classes. The 
full effect of the change was not, however, discernible for a generation 
Until the deatli of Lord Palmerston (1865) England continued to he 
governed, despite an extended franchise and a radical redistribution 
of constituencies, by a knot of great families who had ruled it since 
1688. But by 1865 the era of middle class rule was itself drawinc to 
an end. In im a second shifting of the centre of political gravity 
wcim. By Disraeli’s famous " leap in the dark ” (1867) the mass of 
S" ^ parliamentary franchise. By 

^ conferred upon the 

^al labourers Again, however, it will be seen that a generation 

S enfranchised classes found their poli- 

teai feet and inaugurated the era of “ Democracy ”. Not until the 

1 ^ bourgeoisie to the manual worker. Nor 

r^iSnotd this connection 

fin the democratic principle was not, however con¬ 

fined to the Imperial Government of Gr^t Britain A simdnrT. 

a^^iTmaVof *" government of the Motherland 
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ment in 1894, mark the main stages in the first ease ; the attainment Colonial 
of “responsible” government by Canada (1840), by the several 
Australasian Colonies (1830-1890), by the Cape Colony (1872), and by 
Natal (1898) are the most important examples of the latter. The 
advent of Democracy must, therefore, be regarded as one of the 
primary interests of the period under review. 

Hardly less significant is the shifting of the centre of social and 
economic gravity. The Act of 1882 administered the coup de gtdce 
to the political ascendancy of the landed gentry. The legislation of 
Sir Robert Peel (1841-1846) combined with the immense development 
of facilities for transport, similarly put an end to their economic Social 
supremacy. Ascendancy passed from the owners of land to the 
owners of capital, as it is now, in turn, passing from the owners of 
capital to the possessors of business brains and skilled hands. Both 
changes are accurately reflected in the history of legislation. The 
owners of capital asked nothing of the State but abstention from 
interference—a fair field and freedom from restraint. But the 
philosophical ascendancy of Bentham, and the political supremacy 
of the “ Manchester School ” were of comparatively short duration 
The intioduction of machinery , the supersession of the hand-worker; 
the development of the factory system; the concentration of popula¬ 
tion in unregulated towns; in a word—^the Industrial Revolution 
raised problems that were both new and puzzling To solve them state m- 
the interference of the State was invoked, and the result is seen m aterference 
long senes of parliamentary statutes. Acts for the restraint and 
supervision of child labour and female labour in factories and work¬ 
shops ; for the improvement of the sanitary conditions under which 
the poor live, for the education of their children and for their own 
protection from accidents, may be cited as chaiactenstic illustrations 
of this tendency. 

To the same industrial revolution we must look also for the The 
genesis of new economic problems If, as is claimed, the Revolution economic 
solved the problem of “production,” it must be admitted that it of 
accentuated, if it did not create, the problem of “ distribution ”. So bution”. 
long as the household was largely self-sufficing; so long as industry 
was organized on the “ domestic ” system, so long as theie was little 
differentiation of economic functions and the machinery of exchange 
was crude, tlie problem of distribution was held in abeyance But 
when the landowner was parted from the capitalist, the manufacturer 
from the farmer, and both from the hand-worker, disputes naturally 
arose as to the share of the total product which each could equitably 
claim In such a contest the individual workman had little chance 
against the capitalist-employer. Hence the necessity for the organ- Trade 
ization of labour and the initiation of collective bargaining. Until Unions 
1824, and in a modified degree until 1871, the law was steadily 
opposed to “ combination,” but economic pressure gradually wore 
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doTO the resistance of legislative restraint, and the legalizati 
trade unions forms one of the most significant chapters in the 
omie history of the nineteenth century. 

Trade Unions, however, though effective as a palliative, ofl 
permanent solution of the problem of distribution and no sound 
for industrial peace. The Co-operative movement has a wider i 
The idea of “ Co-operation ” was born in the fertile brain of B 
Owen, but it was first embodied m successful experiment by a wc 
class Society at Rochdale m 1844 As a distributive agency 
Co-operabve movement has attained gigantic proportions an 
proved an unqualified success. But it has done more than pi 
the working classes with sound commodities at reasonable j 
By its democratic system of control it has initiated thousar 
working men into the mysteries of business management an 
taught them the importance of the functions of capital; 1 
automatic machinery for saving it has inculcated not morel 
virtues but the possibilities of thrift; but it has not solved, i 
cannot solve, the problem of wealth-distribution. 

The same principle apphed, in a variety of forms, to the di 
art of production has made a gallant effort in this direction. Il 
idle to pretend that it has attained, in this sphere, a comple 
even a veiy large measure of success There have been many e 
ments, watched with sympathy by all who realize the gravity 
problem, and many failures In the sunpler form of “ profit sha 
some success has indeed been achieved, and even in the more co 
and elaborate form of “ labour co-partnership ” there has been 
success tlian is commonly supposed. But progress has unfi 
atcly been retarded by the singular reluctance of Co-operati 
recognize the market value of business brains Signs are not wi 
th^ lessons leamt in the hard school of experience are being 
to heart; that Co-operators are beginning to appreciate the m 
mgly important part which direction plays in modern industry 
to face the fact that efficient direction cannot be obtained" 
toe market price is paid. As soon as this truth permeate 
Cooperative body we may look for rapid progress in the d 
of production. 


Thus far the recognition of the economic importance c 
mtrqn-en^r Iim been tardy, and, meanwhile, a third solution 
problem has obtained increased support among the working < 
of tois, as of other countries. Robert Owen was the father no 
of Co-operation, but of English socialism. The modern sot 
however, impatiently brushes aside both Co-operation and 
Umomsm as mere palUabves In his view toe panacea for aU 

'a nationalization of a 

^Wenta of production, transport, distribution, and excl 
Pnvate ownership of land, of capital, of warehouses, of mach 
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of railways, steamships, canals, tramways, etc., is to cease, and 
industry is to be organized exclusively by the State. It would be 
out of place to attempt here a critical examination of this or any 
other proposed solution of the economic problem of the nineteenth 
century, but no history of the period can ignore either the insistent 
nature of the problem itself or the marked effect upon legislation 
and admmistration of the persistent effort to discover a solution. 

The abandonment of the dogmas of the Benthamite School; the 
breakdown of the principle of laisser fake; the multiplication of 
governmental functions, and the intrusion of the State mto domains 
hitherto deemed sacred to the individual—this has been for good or 
evil a marked feature of the latter portion of the period under review 

The nineteenth century will, however, stand out not merely asSciencr 
the age of Industry but as the age of Science With the purely 
mteUectual achievements of Science this work cannot concern itself, ^ 

but no attempt, however summary, to estimate the forces which have 
gone to mould the destinies of modern England can fail to take 
account of the growth of the scientific spuit and the application of 
the scientific method Science has not only permeated thought; it 
has influenced legislation and has revolutionized the arts of produc¬ 
tion The whole mental outlook of the world has been profoundly 
modified by scientific generahzations The results of laboratory 
research are applied m the workshop, and the steed of Science is 
harnessed to the car of Industry ^ 

From Science it is, happily, an easy transition to Religion The The 
ecclesiastical movement of the century seems to have followed three 
distinct but ultimately convergent duections. It is expressed, first, movement 
in the successful agitation for the abohtion of rehgious “ tests ”. Abohtion 
These tests were mainly the work of Elizabethan and Caroline states- of tests 
men, and their object was to associate the State with the Anglican 
Establishment, and to identify active citizenship with adherence to 
the Church of England. One of the most characteristic features of 
the legislation of the century has been the removal of the limitations 
thus imposed. In illustration of this tendency it is sufficient to cite 
the repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts (1828), the Catholic 
Relief Act (1829); the admission of Jews to Parliament (1858); the 
Education Act of 1870 with its conscience clause, and the Act for the 
abolition of University Tests (1871). 

It IS not without significance that the surrender of a privileged Itehgion 
pohtical position by the Church of England has been coincident 
a period of remarkable activity within the borders of the Church 
itself. The earhest years of the century witnessed a great Evan¬ 
gelical revival which derived its chief inspuation from Cambridge; 
the middle penod was remarkable for the Neo-Catholic or Tractaiian 

V 

* C/ on this point the suggestive remarks of Mr. A. J. Balfour, The Nineteenth 
Century (Cambridge Press, 1900 ). 
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mwemeat which is particularly associated with Oxford, and, later 
stni the liberal or latitudmarian view found distinguished exponents 
in such men as K D. Maurice, Arnold of Rugby, Dean Stanley, and 
Jowett Closely connected with the last movement is the attempt, 
now common to all schools of Theology, to apply the scientific and 
historical method to Biblical interpretation and exegesis. 

Not less noteworthy is the fact that the age which witnessed the 
abolition of Ecclesiastical tests witnessed also a complete change in 
the attitude of the State towards the education of the poor. Down 
to 1888 this was regarded as the exclusive concern of the Churches. 
Not until that year did the State vouchsafe any assistance to the two 
great voluntary societies which were attempting to cope with this 
increasingly difficult problem. In 1839 a Committee of the Privy 
Coimcil was appointed to supervise the work of these societies.’- 

Not, however, for another generation did the State itself seriously 
undert^e the function of educating the children of the poor And 
hy that time its educational conscience had been aroused in other 
dmechons, The appointment in 1850 of two Royal Commissions to 
inquire into the state, disciphne, studies, and revenues of the Umvei- 
sitiea of Oxford and Cambridge marks the real beginning of State 
intcrfcrenee with Higher Education, the appointment of the Public 
Schools Commission in 1861, and of Lord Taunton’s Commission in 
1864 mdicated similar concern as to Secondary Education. 

These topics by no means exhaust the interest and significance of 
the Victorian era. Constitutional, economic, social, educational and 
ecclesiastical reforms must necessarily fill a large space m any volume 
devoted to the history of the nmeteenth century. But they must 
not be permitted to engage exclusive attention nor to obscure the 
unportance of the part played by Great Britain upon the stage of 
European and world politics. 

The Revolution of 1688 marked an important crisis m the rela¬ 
tions of England and the contment, and during the whole of the 
succeeding century (1088-1816) this country played a conspicuous if 
not a dominating part. The accession of the Dutch Stadtholder to 
the Enghsh throne; the resounding victories of Marlborough and 
Rooke; the command of the Mediterranean first asserted after the 
capture of Gibraltar and Minorca; active participation in the so- 
called wars of succession, Spanish and Austrian; a long series of 
defeats inflicted upon France in three several continents, above all, 
the leadership of many coalitions in the Revolutionary and Napol¬ 
eonic wars, contributed to give this country a pre-eminent position 
among the Powers of Europe. 

But the essential significance of English activity during this 
period was missed by contemporary observers and, for many genera- 
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tions, by historical critics It may be an hyperbole to declare, with 
Sir John Seeley, that we conquered half the world in a fit of absence 
of mind. Nevertheless Seeley performed a real historical service in 
teaching us to scrutinize motives and estimate broad results : he 
reduced to order the chaos of the eighteenth century; he showed 
that in the apparently disconnected and meaningless contests of that 
period there was a profound and consistent tendency, and that events 
seemingly miscellaneous and unrelated were m reality mailing 
towards a definite and important goal. That goal was Colonial 
Empire: supremacy m India and the New World 

After 1815 the political focus was consciously adjusted. Great World 
Britain had tended to withdraw from interference m matters which 
concern Europe only, and concentrated her attention upon questions 
of world politics. She exchanged, m short, a foreign for a colonial 
policy. Not one of the innumerable wars m which, since 1815, she 
engaged was really European in sigmficance and scope. The one 
apparent exception—^the Crimean war—^was an exception which 
strictly proves the rule. She fought m India, in Afghamstan, in 
China, in South Africa, in Egypt, m New Zealand, m Canada—in 
every quarter of the globe except in Europe. If the actual fighting 
in the Crimean war took place on European soil, it was the Asiatic, 
not the European, interests of Great Britain which were immediately 
involved. 

The moral of a bare recital such as this is unmistakable The 
centre of pohtical gravity for the British Empire during the nine¬ 
teenth century unquestionably shifted Great Britain could no 
longer be regarded primarily as a European power but as the Mother 
of a bevy of daughter lands—the President of an informal federation 
of free nations scattered throughout the world. 

The pages that follow will disclose the growth of that Empire. 

Its history falls, to an extent not generally reahzed, within the 
period allotted to this volume 

The great disruption of 1788 left us without any English Colonies Colonial 
save Newfoundland and some of the West Indian islands. The“P^“®*°“ 
history of British Canada dates from the immigration of loyalists 
from the United States in 1783, but for many years the progress of 
the new Colony was slow, and in 1815 Englishmen and Frenchmen 
together numbered less than 350,000 souls Cape Colony had 
become by 1815 a British possession, but not until 1820 did it begin 
to be a British Colony Australia, rediscovered by Captain Cook m 
1768, was utilized, after the loss of the thirteen Colonies, as a penal 
settlement, but not until 1821 was any part of it opened to free 
immigration In India the foundation of a British Empire had been 
laid broad and deep by Chve and Warren Hastmgs in the eighteenth 
century, and by 1816 much of the superstructure had been raised by 
Cornwallis and Wellesley. But India, though an imperial asset of 
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Bupreme value, never has been and never can be a British Colony— 
a field for tlie expansion and multiplication of the British lace. 

Intimately connected with British Dominion in India is the 
position which this country has been compelled to assume in Egypt. 
British statesmen were, however, charactenatically slow to realize the 
connection. France perceived it long ago So far back as 1788 a 
brifiiant French diplomatist—D’Argenson—published a project for 
the reorganization of the Ottoman Empire, which included, tnkr 
dia, the acquisition of Egypt by France, and the cutting of a canal 
from the Levant to the Red Sea which should belong m common to 
the whole world. More than a century was to elapse before the idea 
of D’Argenson was embodied m the great enterprise of Lesseps It 
18 , however, worthy of note that when in 1788 the Emperor Joseph II 
and the Czarina Catherine II. were meditating a partition of Eastern 
Europe, they suggested that Egypt should be thrown as a sop to 
France At the close of the century Napoleon determined that the 
acquisition of the sop should no longer be delayed. In his campaign 
against Great Britain he realized from the outset that Egypt was a 
vital point. “ Really to destroy England we must make ourselves 
master of Egypt." ^ But England was curiously lethargic m awaken¬ 
ing to the fact which loomed so large before the eyes of Frenchmen. 
In 1840 and again in 1853 Nicholas I. of Russia pressed the question 
upon the attention of the English Court and the English Cabinet In 
his statesmanlike diagnosis of the Eastern problem he invariably 
insisted that England’s interests must be safeguarded by the acquisi¬ 
tion of Egypt, But neither in 1840 nor in 1853 would England 
listen to the Russian proposals based upon the recognition of this 
fact. 

TIk Sa» opening of the Suez Canal in 1869 revolutionized the situation, 

Cawl The Mediterranean, which for four hundred years had been a mere 
backwater of commerce, rapidly regained the position it had lost, 
But the canal was the work not of England, but of France. In 1875 
Disraeji secured for England a controlhng influence in the canal by 
the purcliase of the Khedive’s shares. It was a masterstroke of 
policy, imperfectly appreciated at the moment, and was followed up 
m 1878 by tlie acquisition of Cyprus At last England was awaken¬ 
ing from her lethargy in regard to Egypt The critical moment 
amved in 1882 France declined to share in the task of the restora¬ 
tion of order, the dual control was virtually abolished; and the 
suppression of Arabi’s rebellion was followed by the establishment of 
a thinly veiled British Protectornte in 1883 In the same year 
troubles broke out m the Soudan which, after many vicissitudes and 
more than one tragedy, was finally conquered m 1898, apparently 
against the will, and palpably against the initial inclination of the 
conqueror. Great Britain has thus been compelled, greatly to her 

* Bonaparte to tUe Dnectory. August 10th, 1787. 
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own advantage and not less to the advantage of the people whom 
she rules, to assume a dominant position in Egypt and the Soudan. 

There remains one other topic which will demand detailed treat- Ireland 
ment in this volume. The Irish question is never very far from the 
surface of Enghsh politics. Ministries come and ministries go, but 
the Irish problem confronts them impartially. When Welhngton 
won his victory at Waterloo, Ireland was just midway between the 
Union and Catholic Emancipation. The Catholic agitation was 
crowned with success in 1829, and for ten years O’Connell gave his 
Whig allies their chance. They failed to take it, and in 1841 the 
Repeal agitation was maugfurated. This culmmated in the “ Young 
Ireland ” rebellion of 1848. But the central fact of Irish history in 
the nineteenth century is the great famine of 1845-1846. It changed 
the face of the country and accentuated many problems which are 
still in process of solution Among these the most msistent is the 
agrarian problem which, with rare and short intervals, occupied the 
attention of the Imperial Legislature from 1850 until the close of the 
century During the ’sixties the agrarian movement was compli¬ 
cated by the Fenian outbreak, and by the successful agitation for the 
disestablishment and disendowment of the Anglican Church in 
Ireland, During the late ’seventies, and throughout the ’eighties, it 
was closely intertwined with the Parnellite movement and the 
demand for legislative independence. 

It IS not pretended that the precedmg analysis is in any sense 
exhaustive. But in a period so crowded with detail it may, perhaps, 
conduce to lucidity if some emphasis is laid at the outset upon the 
mam points to which, in the pages that follow, the reader’s attention 
must be primarily directed Perhaps we are as yet too near the 
events of the nineteenth century to see them m their true perspective, 
or to assign to them the precise significance which, in the eyes of 
posterity, they will ultimately assume. Provisionally, however, we 
may hazard the conjecture that the characteristic differentia of 
English history since Waterloo will be found in the conjoined ascen¬ 
dancy of Science and Industry, m the advent of Democracy, and in 
the extension of Empire. 


2 
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CHAPTER n 

PEACE WITHOUT PLENTY. POLITICAL, ECONOMIC, AND 
SOCIAL DISLOCATION 
(1816-1822) 

The T A7HEN Wellington won his victory at Waterloo, the Prince of 
VY Wales had been for nearly five years Regent of Great Bntam 
and Ireland After more than one temporary lapse into insanity, 
George IH. had been finally bereft of reason in 1810, and since then 
bad lived in complete retirement at Windsor, under the guardianship 
of his devoted wife His eldest son, now Prince Regent, was perhaps 
the least reputable member of a family whose common stock of 
virtue was not superabundant. By no means devoid of ability, not 
lacking in digmty, and possessed of considerable personal charm,i 
he had nevertheless deservedly forfeited the affection and even the 
respect of his people. For the vindictiveness with which he pursued 
his wife there may have been reason, but nothing can excuse bs 
undutiful behaviour to his father or bis harshness towards his only 
legitimate cbld 

A shameless voluptuary, a reckless spendthrift, a hard drinker, 
and a confirmed gambler, his conduct was a constant embarrassment 
to his ministers and a terrible example to his subjects; but bs 
correspondence with the leading statesmen * of the time proves that 
he had an ample measure of political sagacity and no little shrewdness 
in his judgment of men. He had received the allied Sovereigns in 
1814 with a digmty and hospitality worthy of a unique occasion, and 
his visits to Iceland (1821) and Scotland (1822) aflorded evidence of 
his power to concihate goodwill when he chose to exert himself to 
that end. But it cannot be denied that the Crown lost both political 
power and social prestige durmg his reign as Regent and King. 

The Prince’s early attachment to the Whigs had sensibly cooled 
sbee his accession to a position of greater responsibility, and although 
he had opened negotiations with their aristocratic leaders in 1812, 
he was probably relieved when the overtures proved sterile. 

On Spencer Perceval’s death in 1812 the Premiership, together 
witJi the leadership of the Tory party, had passed to Lord Liverpool 
Robert Banks Jenkinson, second Earl of Liverpool, belongs to a class 
of statesmen whom we are pleased to regard as typically En g lish , 
^rn in 1770, and educated at the Charterhouse and Christ Church, 
^entered Parliammt as member for Rye m 1790 He served his 
(metal apprenticeship under Pitt, and his administrative experience 

recollectoon of him was “ large and gouty, but with a 
di^ty and charm of manner ”.—ZeBer«, if 18. 

^ c-jgt xongef IaJg oJ Xtord JAvffpoolj passtuim 
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was exceptionally large and various. Before his accession to the 
Premiership he had filled all three Secretaryships of State; at the 
Foreign Office under Addington he was responsible for the Treaty 
of Amiens; he was at the Home Office under Pitt from 1S04-1806, 
and again under the Duke of Portland from 1807-1809; and as 
Secretary for the Colonies and War (1809-1812) he was immediately 
responsible for the conduct of the war m the Peninsula. He was not 
included in the mmistry of “ All the Talents,” but he was regarded 
—particularly by the King—as more than a possible candidate for 
the Premiersliip in 1807, and again, when Perceval was preferred to 
him, in 1809 

After Perceval’s assassination there were prolonged negotiations 
with Wellesley and Canning on the one side, and with the Whig 
leaders, Grenville, Grey, and Mona, on the other. Ultimately, 
however, Lord Liverpool formed a Government which differed little 
in personnel from that of his predecessor. Selected as a safe com¬ 
promise in 1812, Lord Liverpool succeeded m retaining office with 
satisfaction to his friends and the goodwill of his opponents for 
nearly fifteen years. That he was ever in the front rank of English 
statesmen no one will affirm; but he was an admirable administrator ; 
he filled the highest offices in the State with dignity and efficiency; 
he spoke with lucidity and good sense; he was conciliatory to his 
opponents, and he held together his own party as no one else at that 
time would have done 

Of Lord Liverpool’s colleagues tlie most prominent were the Lord Lord 
Chancellor and the Secretaries of State for Foreign and Home affairs. ®don 
John Scott, first Earl of Eldon, was thioughout his political life a 
consistent and unbending Tory of the deepest hue. The younger of 
two remarkable brothers * he entered the House of Commons through 
the good offices of Lord Thurlow, m 1782. He became Solicitor- 
General m Pitt’s administration in 1788, Attorney in 1793, Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas in 1799, and Lord Chancellor, under 
Addington, m 1801 He held that office until after Pitt’s death m 
1806 To the grief of the King he refused to be associated with 
“ All the Talents,” but he returned to the Woolsack under Portland 
in 1807 and for twenty years never quitted it. Despite former 
differences he enjoyed the confidence of the Regent not less completely 
than that of George III, and to the end of his life was the typical 
representative of that school of Toryism which detested the idea of 
change or reform. 

Far inferior to the Chancellor m ability but belongmg to the same Lord Sid- 
school of Toryism was the Home Secretary, Lord Sidmouth. mouth 
Canning’s merciless lampoons have tended to obscure the substantial 
merits of “ Dr.” Addington. An admuable Speaker of the House of 

^ The elder, William SeoU, Lord Stowell, was one of the most eminent lawyers 
who ever sat as Judge in the Admiralty Court 
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Commons Addmgton was dragged m 1801 from a position he adorned 
to occupy one to which he was manifestly unequal. But though he 
could not fill Pitt’s shoes as Premier, Addington was by no means 
the fool that contemporary satoe would suggest. 

As Home Secretary during the critical years 1812-1821 he must 
at least have the credit of having performed an exceedingly un¬ 
popular duty with unflinching courage and exemplary firmness. 
Whether he was statesman enough to comprehend causes as well as 
to deal vigorously with effects is a matter of dispute on which some¬ 
thing must presently be said 

Incomparably more interesting as a personality than either 
Sidmouth or Eldon was the Secretary of State for Foreign affairs— 
Robert Stewart, Viscount Castlereagh. That contemporaries should 
have undervalued his merits and achievements is not perhaps re¬ 
markable; for Castlereagh with all his splendid endowments of 
character and intellect was enhrely lacking in personal magnetism. 

Statdy m quiet high-bred self-esteem, 

Fair as the Lovelace of a lady’s dream 


Lord Lytton’s hnes do no more than justice to his remarkable dignity, 
but he had none of the arts which make for general popularity. 
Himself devoid of enthusiasm, and too honest to affect a quality he 
did not possess, he naturally failed to evoke it among his followers 
“ He is,” said Cornwallis, “ so cold that nothing can warm him ” 
The very qualities which gave lum his ascendancy m the councils of 
Europe militated against his success m the British Senate. His cahn, 
unruffled, and passionless judgment commanded the respect of con¬ 
tinental diplomatists j his curious lack of oratorical skill invited the 
sarcasm of bis parharaentary opponents. But his special misfortune 
was that throughout his career he should have been overshadowed in 
popular estimation by the brilhant gifts of his great rival Canning, 
end posterity has been slow to correct the misapprehension of con¬ 
temporaries. 

For a quarter of a century Castlereagh played an important part 
in English politics; for ten years he was the real ruler of England 
and one of tlie arbiters of Europe As Chief Secretary for Ireland he 
was largely responsible for the suppression of the rebellion and 
maWy rastrumental in carrying the Act of Union, He was Secretary 
of State for the Colonies and War under Pitt in 1805, and again 
under Portland (1807-1800). But his real work was done at the 
Foreign Office, and it is by his ten years’ administration of that great 
d^artment that his reputation must stand or fall. Coming into 
office at a moinent (1812) when Napoleon’s power though threatened 
was stiU imbroken, it was his task to maintain the European coalition 
dimng the most cntical years of the whole war, and to represent 
Great Bntain in the negotiations for peace. He reached the zenith 
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of Ills fame as a statesman in the year of Waterloo. The last seven 
years of his life, with which alone we are concerned in this volume, 
were not only an anti-chmax in his career, they added much to his 
contemporary unpopularity, and they detracted seriously though 
unjustly from bis posthumous fame. 

Such were the men to whom at a critical time the destinies of the xiie task 
country were confided. The task before them was one of appalling of the 
complexity. They were called upon immediately and simultaneously Ministry 
to restore equilibrium to the national finances ; to relieve the pressure 
of taxation; to enter upon the gigantic task of liquidating the 

national debt; to alleviate distress and to maintain social order_ 

and all this at a moment of slackening trade and of dimi'Tu.ghmg 
revenue. Rarely indeed, if ever, in our history has social discontent 
been more pronounced or economic distress more general than m the 
years immediately following upon the Peace of 1815. 

For this there were many reasons. A proverbial aphorism Reasons 
associates “Peace” with “Plenty”; experience teaches, on the for gene- 
contrary, that the conclusion of a great war is invariably followed by 
a period of suffering and want But never has the economic recoil 
of Peace been so marked as in the years between 1815 and 1822. 

For this fact the duration and severity of the struggle which ended 
at Waterloo would alone be sufficient to account. But all the 
effects of protracted war were, m this case, accentuated by the 
coincidence of an economic revolution without parallel or precedent 
m magnitude and scope. 

During the long war a new England had come into being, and it is xhe new 
hardly matter for surprise that rulers and ruled were alike distracted England 
by the phenomenon ; that they were slow to diagnose the unfamiliar 
diseases of the body politic and slower still to devise appropriate 
remedies. 

When the French Repubhc declared war upon Great Britain inpopula- 
1793 it had at its back a population of over 26,000,000 souls. TotioQ 
oppose to this the United Kingdom could command perhaps 
14,000,000 people, of whom a discontented Ireland claimed between 
3,000,000 and 4,000,000.^ By 1816 the population of the United 
Kingdom despite the dram of the war had leapt up to 19,000,000— 
an increase of 35 per cent m twenty-two years. Such an mcrease 
was without precedent m this conn-^. Before 1751 it is beheved 

‘ Statistics of population in Great Britain are only approximate previous to 
1801 when the first official census was taken No precise estimate can be formed 
of Insh population till 1821 The population of the chief towns of the United 
ICingdom at the end of the war in 1810 London, 1,100,000 , Dublin, 180,000, 
Manchester and Salford, 140,000 , Glasgow, 125,000-180,000 , Liverpool, 120,000 , 
Birmingham under 100,000 , Bristol, 80,000 (once the second city in England); 

Leeds, 70,000-80,000, Sheffield, 60,000-70,000, Plymoutli, 60,000-60,000, Ports¬ 
mouth, 60,000-60,000 , Norwich, 40,000 (once the tliird city) — Report of Poor 
Law Commismn (1909), p 804 For a discussion of population stotistioa ef, an 
interesting paper by E. C. K. Conner {Statistical Journal, 1018). 
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that ttie largest deceimml Increase of population was about 8 per 
cent. Between 1791 and 1801 it was 11 per cent, between 1801 and 
1611 14 per cent,, and between 1811 and 1821 no less than 18 per 
cent. Well might the benevolent Malthus be alarmed. This 
phenomenal increase m population was due to the coincidence of pro' 
longed war and economic revolution There was a simultaneous 
demand for men for the arts of war and the arts of commerce. Artificial 
stimulus was followed by corresponding depression. With the 
Peace came a cessation of demand both for men and for commodities, 
and the market was suddenly glutted This phenomenon was 
neither unnatural nor unprecedented, but in this case industrial 
dislocation was intensified by the pecuhar conditions of the recent 
War. 


Foi%n 

tHUk 


Revenue 


Cron 111 of 

debt 


For the last twenty years England had been the only country m 
Western Europe free from the devastating effects of military opera¬ 
tions. She had consequently been called upon to supply the com- 
mereid needs of the whole world, and, thanks to the recent improve¬ 
ments in agriculture and in manufacturing industry, she was m a 
position to do so. The result was seen m a totally unprecedented 
expansion of foreign trade. In 1792 the total imports amounted to 
£19,659,858 and the exports to £18,836,851. In the last year of war 
imports rose to £82,987,896, while the exports reached the n.mBvmg 
total of £58,024,560. But England had not merely secured a virtual 
monopoly of manufactures; she had also become the carrier of the 
world. Since Napoleon’s famous Berhn Decree and the British 
retort embodied m the Orders in Council no ship could sail the seas 
«ccpt under the British Flag The extent to which England had 
of international trade may be gauged by the 
statistics of foreign and colonial produce re-exported from^ this 

SS (1^92) amounted 

to £M68,S49, rose in the last year of war to £19,167,818. 

thp kept pace with the expansion of trade and 

grov^ of population. The revenue collected by Pitt in 1792 

wem £45,000,000 But those taxes 

tS^wL^Th; ^ ^ inadequate to the service of the State During 

»,»».« i 

last two Years thp ® ‘ P ^ purposes, and during the 

of revenue. Hus, sriuirm’iTOa^th! possible out 

seen, under £20,000,000 by 1816 ^^^enue was, as we have 

!rBr.r„slf 
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without recourse to loans. Hence the charge for debt (interest and 
management) which in 1793 amounted to less than £9,600,000 had 
swollen by 1815 to over £31,000,000. The capital sum of the debt 
had increased in an even more appalhng degree : from £239,668,421 
m the former year to £881,171,132 m the latter ^ Opmions differ as 
to the policy of Pitt and his successors at the Treasury in raising the 
loans required in stock of a low denomination, but on the whole the 
system is generally condemned. Between 1793 and 1801 the average 
rate at which 8 per cent, stock was issued was £57 7s. 6d per £100 
stock. Between 1803 and 1815 the average price obtained was 
£60 7s. 6d. Had the financiers of that day had the courage to raise 
money at something more nearly approaching the market price—say 
5 per cent.—the burden upon the shoulders of posterity would have 
been sensibly lightened and the sacrifices demanded of contemporaries 
not appreciably increased. 

Those sacrifices could not under any circumstances have beenvanations 
otherwise than heavy. Nevertheless, during the greater part of the in prices 
war they were sustained with remarkable cheerfulness. Employ¬ 
ment was abundant; trade was advancing by leaps and hounds; 
high prices diffused an air of general if delusive prosperity. But 
during the last five years of the struggle the economic outlook 
darkened ominously. The rigours of the Continental System and the 
British retaliations began to tell; war with the United States (1812- 
1814) still further dislocated trade; while in Great Britain itself 
several bad harvests caused the price of wheat to fluctuate violently. 

Between 1808 and 1813 the average puce of wheat was over £5 a 
quarter, and in the summer of 1813 it touched 171s. Before Christmas 
of the same year it had di’opped to 75s. 

Among many causes which contributed to high prices and stiU Currency 
more to violent fluctuations one deserves special mention. Since the 

^ &DCC5 

crisis of 1797 cash payments had been suspended at the Bank of 
England and an enforced paper currency had been in circulation. 

As a consequence innumerable country Banks had sprung up—some 
of them reared upon very unstable foundations. Between 1797 and 
1814 more than 700 such Banks came into existence, but more thau 
a third of them stopped payment m the critical years 1814 and 1815. 

Inflation of the paper currency natm'ally foOowed upon the suspen¬ 
sion of cash payments and the multiplication of Banks ; but until 
the closing years of the war the effects were less marked than might 
have been anticipated. In 1810 there were £25,000,000 of notes m 
circulation and the premium on gold rose to £8 7s 8d per cent. In 
1813 it rose to £29 4s Id and the gold value of a £5 note fell to 
£3 10s. In 1815 the premium fell to £13 9s, 6d. and the gold value 
of a £5 note rose consequently to £4 6s, In the face of such violent 


^ These are MacCuHoch’s Qgutes, Porter’s vary but immaterially 
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auotuations no prudence could avert commercial ruin; trade was 
reduced to a mere gamble, and violent osciUations in prices inflicted 
dire hardship alike upon producer, retailer, and consumer 
Admlnb- It may be doubted, however, whether amongst all the factors 
baUtrtirf yptuch contributed to the prevailing misery there was any single one 
^ BO potent as the mistaken kindness which inspired the administrators 
of the Poor Law. The first half of the eighteenth century is one of 
the bright periods in the history of English pauperism. When 
George III. came to the throne the total sum expended on the rehef 
of the poor amounted to no more than £1,260,000, or 8s. 7d. per head 
of the population. The last twenty years of the century witnessed 
the legislative abolition of the “ Workhouse test ” and a sensible 
slackemng in the strictness of administration The example of the 
Berkshire magistrates who, m 1795, decided to supplement wages out 
of the rates was so generally followed throughout the South of 
England as to elevate the resolution of a local bench to the dignity 
of an “ Act of Parliament The notorious “ Speenhamland Act ” 
contained an elaborate schedule, by which income was to be appor¬ 
tioned to family. The pohcy embodied m this “ Act ” has been 
vigorously assailed and cannot on economic grounds be defended. It 
stimulated population j it encouraged idleness; it depressed wages, 
and it rendered still harder the hard lot of the thrifty and independent 
labourer. The seed flung carelessly broadcast at the close of the 
eighteenth century produced an abundant harvest of demoralization 
end misery m the second and third decades of the nineteenth. The 
cost of poor rehef had risen to 8s. lid, per head in 1808 and to 13s Id. 
in 1811. The annual expenditure on poor relief which in the first 
year of George III's reign was £1,260,000, averaged during the last 
five years of the reign over £7,000,000, and the economic burden was, 
perhaps, the least of the evils this expenditure entailed. 

The i*na- Such were the outstandmg features of the situation by which the 
rulers of England were confronted after the conclusion of the great 
war: a labour market congested and dislocated, trade suddenly 
arrested after a period of abnormal mflation; a gigantic debt, a 
falling revenue ; a disordered currency ; a peasantry demoralized by 
reckless administration of relief, a populace discontented and ripe 
for disturbance; all classes involved in a common rum: landlord and 
tenant-fanner, capitalist and manufacturer, banker and merchant, 
skilled artisan and agncultural labourer. 

To those who can attribute all the prevailing misery to the 
fatuous policy of a selfish obgarchy the above analysis will seem 
superfluously elaborate,^ To those who refuse to accept this facile 


p . f Bdght {Englith Hisiary, ul. 1880), who writes of the Tory 

’’y patriotic motives. 

Throughout their conduct had been dictated by the intereste of their class. 

aggrantoement which detracts from the virtue of the 
(ut«ga pohey of Uns Ministry underlay the whole administration of home affairs. 
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explanation and desire to trace surface effects to underlying causes it 
may be helpful. Certain it is that -without a clear apprehension of 
the social and economic situation in 1815 there can be no fair criticism 
of the policy pursued by the Government of the day, and no real clue 
to the complex problems by which they were confronted. 

Under these circumstances it was singularly unfortunate that Van- 
Lord Liverpool should have committed the Exchequer to Vansittart. 

Despite some financial experience and much personal amiability he 
was obviously unequal to the office at a time of almost unparalleled 
responsibility. He had neither a strong grip on economic principles 
nor sufficient business abihty to atone for the lack of it Muddle- 
headed as a thinker he was blundering as an administrator The 
leading dogma of his economic creed was a blind belief in the vutues 
of irredeemable paper money; the chief plank in his financial pro¬ 
gramme was the maintenance of the Sinking-fund even at the cost 
of fresh loans. 

In the Budget of 1816 Vansittart had to provide for an expendi-Budget of 
hire of over £06,000,000. Apart from the Property tax, which then 
stood at 2s. m the £ and yielded about £15,000,000 a year, he could 
reckon on receipts of over £58,000,000 He proposed, therefore, to 
reduce the Property tax to Is. But the Opposition regarded this as 
a very imperfect fulfilment of repeated pledges, and raised a strong 
protest. Brougham,^ whose brilliant parliamentary career dates 
from this time, led the attack upon Vansittart -with extraordinary 
persistency and skill Like his nominal leaders Ponsonby and 
Tierney, Brougham refused the proffered remission of Is, and de¬ 
manded that as the war -was over the war tax should be altogether 
abandoned The Government was beaten by a majority of 37, and 
Vansittart, deprived of his expected £7,500,000 was faced with a large 
deficit Defeated on the Property tax, he decided to surrender as 
well the “ war malt tax ”—an additional 2s. per bushel on malt 
imposed in 1804. This concession cost him an additional £2,700,000. 

Even under these circumstances the Smkmg-fund was sacrosanct, 
and Vansittart solved his difficulties by borrowing £11,500,000 with 
one hand, while he paid £16,000,000 mto the Sinking-fund with the 
other. Such scrupulosity might be magnificent, but it was not 
sound finance. 

The yeai 1816 is, nevertheless, memorable for a financial trans-Consoh- 
action of permanent significance. Ireland had become to aU 
and purposes insolvent, and it was decided that the only permanent and Insh 
solution of her difficulties was to be found in the consolidation of 

queis 

There was an incapacity to look at public affairs from any but a class or aiisto- 
ciatic point of new ” Even Sir Spencer Walpole, to whose History of England 
from 1816 I wish to acknowledge mv obligation, is not free from this prejudice. 

Cf eg vol. 1 p V, Preface. 

•Henry Brougham entered the House of Commons as member for Camelford, 

1810, out ot Paihament, 1812-1816 j brought in for Winohelaea, 1818 
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British and Irish Exchequers This natural sequel to Pitt’s political 
Union was actually consummated in January, 1817, and conferred an 
immense though unappreciated boon upon the poorer country, 

Eot Great Britain, as a whole, the outlook was exceedingly gloomy, 
But the clouds were momentarily dispelled by the auspicious marriage 
of the Pnncess Charlotte and ilie success which attended the naval 
expedition to Algiers. 

On May 2nd, 1816, the Princess Charlotte Augusta, heiress to the 
throne and the only legitimate grandchild of George III, was married 
to Prince Leopold George Frederick, younger brother of the reigning 
Duke of Saxe-Coburg. Her refusal to marry William, Pnnce of 
Orange, foiled Castlereagb’s favourite project, but it did not 
dimmish her general popularity, and her marriage to Prince Leopold 
was heartily acclaimed by those who hoped at no distant date to be 
her subjects. The House of Commons voted £60,000 for the 
Princess’s trousseau and settled £60,000 a year upon her 

In August, Lord Exmouth was despatched m command of a large 
naval force to chastise the Dey of Algiers for a recent outrage upon 
the British flag and to compel him to abandon the practice of 
Christian slavery The naval operations were conducted with 
brilliant success; the objects of the expedition were completely 
attained, and a death-blow was given to the barbarous and piratical 
custom of reducing captives to slavery. 

Marriage bells and brilliant feats of arms might temporarily relieve, 
but they could not permanently dissipate the prevailing gloom. 

Bad harvests and violent fluctuations of prices were bringing 
widespread rum upon agriculturists. In the hope of assisting tliem 
Legislature in 1816 prohibited the importation of wheat until 
the PMC reached 80s, a quarter. But this afforded no relief when, 
M m 1816, the pnce fell to 52s. 6d It is easy to blame farmers for 
toeuf My m t^ leases at rents calculated upon war prices, and 

meanwhile, the greatest of 
^ish industries appeared to be threatened with imminent ruin, 
^pocts rweived by the Board of Agriculture m response to a circular 

^ who 

whL '"T sending in 

SSm ^ mortgagees found it 

^tions, substantial farmers were becoming parish pauners And 

^ to 103s L n had fallen to 62s. 6d. 

to 103s. Agriculture had become a mere gamble “ 

amgular interest 
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If landlords and farmers were ruined, merchants and manufac- Depiea- 
turers were in no better plight. “ The Citizens,” wrote the Master 
^of the Mint, “ have lost all their feehngs of pnde and richness and^™^® 

, flourishing fatness, trade is gone, contracts are gone, paper credit is 
gone, and there is nothing but stoppage, retrenchments and bank- 
I ruptcy ” ^ Wellesley-Pole did not exaggerate the gravity of the 
‘ situation, nor are the causes of it obscure The war, as we have seen, 
had encouraged reckless capital expenditure. Traders, as is their 
wont, looked no further than their noses. The mevitable happened. 

With the restorafaon of normal conditions the continental demand for 
English goods rapidly slackened; prices came down with a run; 
production was paralysed, and thousands of hands were turned adrift 
to swell the army of the unemployed. 

The crisis was particularly severe m the industries which had been 
stimulated by the demand for war stores The iron and coal trades 
were especially depressed. Out of thirty-foiu' furnaces in South 
Staffordslure twenty-four were out of blast, and whole villages were 
reduced to starvation. Similar stories came from Newport, Tredegar, 

Merthyr Tydvil, and other growing towns of Monmouthshire and 
South Wales, whilst thousands of iron workers and colliers were 
suddenly thrown out of work ^ 

The natural consequences ensued. As William Cobbett himselfEpidenuc 
observed: “ When men are m distress they are out of humour • they of 
have not time and aie not in a disposition to listen to reason ”.® 

Because bread was at famine prices the existing supplies of corn were 
diminished by incendiaries Because work was scarce, machinery 
was smashed and factories were destroyed From all parts of the 
country came reports of violence and crime In the Eastern counties 
there was an alarming amount of unrest and disorder Barns and 
ricks were burnt to the ground ; thrashing machines and other 
agricultural implements were publicly buimed , bakers’ and butchers’ 
shops were attacked, and angry mobs demanded “ bread or blood ” ; 
cargoes of wheat and potatoes intended for export were seized; 
immense damage was inflicted upon property, and Littleport, in the 
Isle of Ely, presented the appearance of a town “ sacked by a be¬ 
sieging army Nor was the unrest confined to the agricultural 
counties The Tyneside colliers, the Preston cotton-weavers, the 
Wiltshire cloth-workers, the Monmouthshire and Staffordshire iron¬ 
workers, the ]ute-workers of Dundee,—all alike were in ferment, 
demanding more employment, higher wages, and cheaper food 

The agitation was not exclusively economic. It began to assume Political 

agitation 

‘ Wellesley-Pole to Bagot, July 30th, 1816 —Bagot, Canning and his Fnends, 
u 38 

Annual Register (1816), passim In illustration of the general scarcity of 
money it is stated (A R , Chioniele, p 54) that two Claudes for which 1,000 guineas 
each had been paid in 1818 were sold for 80 and 70 guineas respectively. 

” Political Regisler, December, 1816. 
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a political complexion. With the cries for more work and cheaper 
there began to mingle demands for universal suffrage and 
annual Parliaments. Demagogues like “ Orator ” Hunt, brilhant 
pamphleteers like William Cobbett added fuel to the flames, and 
Byron exhausted his powers of mordant sarcasm in pouring contempt 
upon the Government. Cobhett’s Political Regist^ was at the end 
of 1810 reduced from Is. to 2d. and began to exercise an unbounded 
pohtical influence. Political clubs sprang up hke mushrooms. The 
" Hampden ” clubs, founded by Major Cartwright in 1815, began 
to formulate many of the demands afterwards embodied m the 
“ Charter ”. The “ Spencean Philanthropists ” preached communistic 
doctrines to hungry mobs In the background we can discern the 

more sinister figures of political conspirators and even assassins,_ 

men of the type of the Watsons and Thistlewood. 


MfeUng In the winter of 1816 London itself was alarmed by an outbreak 
November 15th a meeting was organized in Spa 
Fields, Bermondsey, to call attention to the sufferings of the “ dis¬ 
tressed manufacturers, artisans, and others of the Cities of London 
and Westminster, the Borough of Southwark, and parts adjacent," 
and after much wild talk was adjourned to Decembei 2nd. Rumours 
gained ground of an organized attack upon the Government; of 
plote to seize the Tower and the Bank, and to seduce the Army. 
Undoubtedly there was much inflammatory language: mobs assembled 
bearing tacolour badges, and men talked of a Committee of Pubhc 
Safety. On December 2nd the adjourned meeting wa.s held m Spa 
tields, the mob, inflamed by speeches from the Watsons, made off 
to Clerkenwell and Smithfield, sacked a gunsmith’s shop at Snow 

marched through Cheapside and 
Wood^the I o confronted by Matthew 

f and after 

some time order was restored. 

Pn^isek operation, 

iteni the y ^ the Spa Fields meeting, the Cornoration of 

nhfdisSS fthat 

“the commercial ^ ^supportable,” and that 

are equaUy sinkinv imdee agricultural interests 

impossible to find^emplovmen't^tor* ' I ^ become 

They ascribed the dfeS dSon eTtc™‘" f ''i ”■ 

unjustly commenced and pertinaciously pe id ,n““+“' 
extravagance m war btiiI j , ^ persisted m, to gross 

inaderiuate state of the renresen’t^ '* corrupt and 

They begged the Recent^m i. people m Parliament ” 

making every practicable reductmn ^irthe“^'''fd™* measures “ for 
testomgtothepeoDletheint..+ a public expenditure and 

P opie then just share and weight m the Legislature ”. 
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The Prince Regent did not add to his popularity by the severe 
snub ■which he inflicted upon, the petitioners, and as he returned 
from the opening of Parliament (Jan. 28th, 1817) the windows of 
his coach were smashed. 

On the reassembling of Parliament, Ministers were confronted by The 
a menacing situation Political agitation was clearly supervening 
upon the social disorder arising from economic distress. Would itco^vem 
under these circumstances be wise, or even possible, to embart upon meat, 
the path of reform ? Might not concessions be interpreted as 
weakness ? ^ Was it not imperative to begin with the restoration of 
social order ? But would not repression drive the moderates into 
the arms of the extremists ? The secure wisdom of posterity may 
suggest that the way of safety lay m a judicious combination of 
strong administration and timely reform But such a policy would 
have demanded a precise diagnosis of the situation. No Ministry 
could safely plunge into the sea of reform without previously ascer¬ 
taining the strength and direction of the currents and cross-currents 
■they would have to encounter. Was the country ripening for 
revolution ? Would reform arrest or precipitate it ? Were the 
sporadic outbreaks of disorder due to the intolerable pressure of 
economic distress, or evidences of a settled design to overturn the 
existing order ? Such ■were the questions confronting the Executive, 
and no fair-minded critic will be quick to blame Lord Liverpool and 
his colleagues if they were not answered with the assurance and wisdom 
which come only from a knowledge of the event. 

The Prince Regent’s speech at the opening of Parliament (Jan 
28th) referred to “ the attempts which have been made to take ad¬ 
vantage of the distresses of the country for the purpose of exciting a 
spmt of sedition and violence ”. Secret Committees were immedi¬ 
ately appointed in both Houses, and on February 18th and 19th their 
Reports were laid before Parliament The Committees, after an 
investigation of the information at the disposal of the Executive, 
were clearly impressed with the gravity of the situation They held 
that both in London and m the pro^vinces—notably in the manufac¬ 
turing districts of Lancashire, Leicestershire, Derby, Nottingham, and 
Glasgow—there was clear evidence of a deliberately planned revolu¬ 
tionary movement. They deplored the multiplication of political 
clubs and societies and the dissemination of inflammatory publica¬ 
tions which not only demanded advanced political reforms, such as 
universal suffrage and annual elections, but aimed at “ the plunder 
and division of all propeity ” , which taught that “ the lando^wner 
was a monster to be hunted do^wn,” and that worse than the land- 
owners were the fund-holders, “ rapacious creatures who 'take from 
the people ISd out of every quartern loaf.” “ 

^ Cf e g Walter Scott to J W. Croket (March ,1817). “ We are all shocked 

ftt your gmng your mob so much head.”—Croker, i. 99 

* Lords Journals, u p 41. 
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Rqjres- In View of these RepmU Sidmouth and Castlereagh had httla 
live difficulty in persuading Parliament to suspend the Habeas Corpus 
meBautes months (Mar, Brd-July 1st), and to pass further Acts to 

prohibit the holding of seditious meetings, to prevent the seduction 
of the Army and Navy from Iheii allegiance, and to provide for the 
security of the Regent’s person. More keenly criticized was a letter 
issued by Lord Sidmouth to the Lord Lieutaiants (Mar 27th) ui'ging 
the Magistrates to issue warrants for the apprehension of persons 
charged before them upon oath with the publication of “ blasphemous 
and seditious pomphlrts and writings,” and to compel them to give 
bail to answer the charge. The circular was regarded as an insidious 
attack upon the liberty of the Press, and though prosecutions were 
numerous, convictions were few. The most notorious and most 
damaging fiasco was the prosecution (Dec. 18th) of an antiquarian 
bookseller named Honej who had published certain profane parodies, 
such as The Sinecurist’s Creed. Despite the efforts of the Attorney- 
Genera] and Chief Justice EUenborough to secure a conviction, Hone 
induced the jury to acquit him, and the popularity of the verdict was 
unmistakable. 


itMurrec- Meanwhile, agitation was renewed m the North and Midlands. 

^^^8® meetings of working men organized in Man- 
muEts Chester were dispersed by the authorities, and on March 29th some 
thousands of the agitators set out upon a journey to London which, 
from the fact that the men carried blankets, is known as the “ March 
of the blanketeers The march was arrested and the men dispersed 
before they ^ got many miles out of Manchester. 

More serious but still abortive was an “ msurrection ” planned 
by a man named Brandreth in the Midlands on June 10th. Some 
WM created by the march of armed rioters in Derbyshire and 
Notti^ham, but the rioters were easily dispersed by the yeomanry, 
tte ru^leaders were arrested and paid for their crimmal folly with 
their lives. •' 


In consequence of these renewed disturbances Secret Committees 

the Committees 

M but too many proofs of the continued existence of a traitorous 
OTMp^cy for the overthrow of our estabhshed government and 
subversion of the existmg order of society ", 
Wore the prorogation Parliament renewed until March 1st 1818 
the suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act. ’ ’ 

wignters not one had a legitimate child. The eldest collateral 
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descendant, William, Duke of Gloucester, was also childless. Under 
these cwcumstances the duty of the Royal Dukes was obvious, and 
in the following year (1818) four Royal marriages were solemnized. 

The Duke of Clarence married the Princess Adelaide of Saxe- 
Meinmgen; the Duke of Cambridge the Princess Augusta of Hesse- 
Cassel; the Duke of Kent Die Princess Victoria of Saxe-Coburg, 
widow of Charles Prince of Leinmgen, while the Princess Elizabeth 
married Fiederick Landgrave of Hesse-Homburg. It is significant 
that despite the great anxiety as to the succession the House of 
Commons should have shown itself excepDonally parsimonious in 
making provision for the Royal bridegrooms A modest grant of 
£10,000 a year proposed for the Duke of Clarence was reduced to 
£6,000, and m high dudgeon refused by him as totally inadequate; ^ 
grants of a similar amount were made to the Dukes of Cambridge and 
Kent in the teeth of strong opposition, while a proposal for an ad¬ 
dition of £6,000 to the Duke of Cumberland, who had lately married, 
was actually rejected. So low had the prestige and popularity of 
the Crown been brought by the Pnnee Regent and his brothers.'^ 

When Parliament reassembled on January 27th, 1818, the Regent Session of 
was able to congratulate the country upon a marked improvement 181® 
in the financial situation. A good haiwest was followed by a distmet 
revival in trade and that again by a subsidence of disorder The 
Government was able therefore to dispense with the exceptional 
powers bestowed upon the Executive by the suspension of the 
Habeas Corpus Act. The Act of the previous session lapsed on 
March 1st, and has never since that day been re-enacted in England. 

It was deemed necessary, how'ever, to obtain an Act of Indemnity 
for all those who had, in virtue of the powers conferred upon them by 
the suspensory Act, detained suspects in custody or had suppressed 
“ tumultuous and unlawful assemblies ”. The Indemnity Act, 
though a natural sequel of the suspension Act, and in accordance 
with precedent, was not passed without fierce debate in both Houses. 

The necessity for such an Act is a striking testhnony to the way in 
which the principle of Habeas Corpus has intertwined itself with the 
fibres of the English constitution. 

It was at this time that Parliament showed its concern for the Grants 
impaired morals of the people by voting the sum of £1,000,000^°’' 
towards the erection of new churches. At the same time it demon- 

strated its steadfast adherence to the principles of Wilberforce byanthropio 

objects 

‘ “ Besides a Settlement such as is proper for a Prmce who marries expressly 
for a succession to the throne, the Dulte of Clarence demands the payment of ah 
lug debts which are very great and a handsome provision for each of his naturol 
children ”—Creevey, i, 208 Reported conversation with Duke of Kent. 

‘ “ They (the Princes) are the damnedest millstone about the necks of any 
Goveiiiment that can be imagined They have insulted, personcHhj insulted, two- 
thirds of the gentlemen of England, and how can it be wondered at that they take 
their levenge upon them m Sie House of Commons.”—^Wellington ap. Creevey, 

I 277. 
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giantiag £400,000 to the Spanish Government to compensate the 
Spaniards for their abohtion of the slave trade. Having done so 
much for religion and humanity Pai'liament could await its dissolu¬ 
tion with serenity Sir Erancis Burdett sought to disturb its closing 
days by a motion m favour of universal suffrage, annual Parliaments, 
electoral districts, and vote by ballot, but he failed to secure a single 
vote in its favour. Parliament was dissolved on June 10th. 

The General Election was attended with unusual excitement, over 
one hundred constituencies being contested The Opposition could 
make but httle impression upon the compact Tory majority, but 
several notable fights ended m then favour RomiUy and Burdett 
were returned after a violent contest for Westminster; m the City 
Sir William Curtis, a Tory member, who had sat for twenty-eight 
years, lost his seat, and three Whigs with one Tory were returned • 
Brougham vainly attempted to win Westmoreland from the Lowthers • 
and there were stiff fights in Wilts, Herefordshire, Devonshire, Kent’ 
and Lincolnshire, In all, the Whigs gamed about thirty votes 
" Tlie recent Elections plainly show that the people are no longer 
under the guidance of shallow pretenders to constitutional learning, 
or base dealers in vulgar sedition: and that even the most respectable 
Malots of reform have failed to estrange them from their natural 
leaders.”' Such was the complacent comment of a great Whig 
organ on the results of the General Election of 1818, 

Notwithstanding these victories in the country the Opposition 
very far from being an effective Parliamentary force The 
WTiig party was indeed hopelessly disorganized and divided. In the 
House of Lords Lord Grenvdle held aloof m haughty isolation , in 
toe Houm of Commons the front rank had of late been terribly 
thinned by the hand of death, Whitbread, to the deep regret of all 
gMd men died by his own hand in 1815; George Ponsonby, the 
btular leader of toe Whig party, and Horner m 1817 ; Sir Samuel 
Rannlly, like Whitbread by suicide, in 1818. Tierney succeeded 

IrrS h- ' S^dett and the small grLp of Radi 

^ ow^ him no allegiance, and even his nominal lieutenants were 
^uently m revolt. By far the ablest man in the party was nlmv 

egotism, tactlessness, aSl vanH^o 

piS 3divS to. conciliatory and 

When toe new Parliament met on January 14th. 1819, the speech 

204), where the Whig gams are put at 
^nn^lhe'seoM^to’be’t^ Gin-dnnking, straggling, 

« our Of fSC”* f 
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£[om the Throne reported with satisfaction “ a considerable and 
progressive improvement of the revenue The Master of the Mint 
(Wellesley-Pole) wrote in similar strain to his friend Charles Bagot: 
“the revenue flourishes, the reductions are great, the country is 
quiet, and all the world is at peace 

The complacency of the Government was short-lived : for the 
year 1819 was destined to see the Peterloo Massacre, and the passing 
of the Six Acts. But for the moment the talk was all of the currency. 
Sydney Smith wittily complained that “ he got nothing now m Town 
but soup and bullion On February 2nd Tierney moved for the 
appointment of a Committee on the state of the circulating medium 
and on the continuance of the Bank Restriction Act. But on the 
motion of the Chancellor of the Exchequer a Secret Committee was 
preferred. Presided over by Robert Peel, and mcludmg such men as 
Vansittart, Castlereagh, Canning, Tierney, Wellesley-Pole, Huskisson, 
and Sir James Mackintosh, the Committee presented its report to 
the House on April 6th and May 6th 

Peel’s reputation as a financier dates from his appointment as Peel 
chairman of this remarkable Committee Born in Lancashire on 
February 6th, 1788, he was little more than thirty at this time. The 
eldest son of a man who made an enormous fortune in the Lancashire 
cotton trade,® he belonged by birth to the new aristocracy of com¬ 
merce. His father, the first Sir Robert, was a first-rate business 
man, a stout Tory, an enthusiastic supporter of Pitt and his policy, 
a subscriber of £10,000 to the French War Fund, and the author of 
the first of a long series of Factory Acts. The elder Peel was con¬ 
vinced that the prosperity of England rested upon three mam founda¬ 
tions . the Corn Laws, the Protestant Establishment, and mcon- 
veitible paper In this creed the younger Robeit Peel was reared. 
Educated at Harrow and Christ Church he was brought into the 
House of Commons in 1809 as member for Cashel, an Irish Borough 
picked up for him by his father, and burdened with only twelve 
constituents. Attached to the Tory party he served his official 
apprenticeship as Under-Secretary for War and the Colonies under 
Spencer Perceval, and for six years (1812-1818) was Chief Secretary 
for Ireland in the Liverpool Ministry. To Canning’s chagrin he was 
elected as the representative of the University of Oxford ® m 1817, 
and m the following year he resigned the Chief Secretaryship His 
appomtment as chairman of the Bullion Committee m 1819 was 


1 January IZth, 1810 Cf Canning and his Fnends, li S7. 

“According to Greville (u 128) the elder Peel started in business without a 
shilhnB, and left to his eldest sou £22,000 a year in land and £450,000 in me funds ; 
£250 000 a-piece to five younger sons; and £00,000 a-piece to three daughters. 
In his lifetime he allowed his eldest son £12,000 a year and spent £3,000 a year 

''™^^Peel owed hia selecLion to the fact that ho opposed while Canning favouied 


Cathoho emancipation. 
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rightly regarded as an immense compliment to so young a man, and 
pinr lrpH his admission to the front rank in his Party and in the 
House of Commons. 

Heaomp- Peel entered upon his task with an open mind. In 1810 he had 

tioaof voted against the proposal for the resumption of cash payments, as 
recommended hy Horner’s Committee; but circumstances had 
changed. Reference has already been made to the grave mcon- 
venience resulting from the violent fluctuations in prices. The 
Bank Restriction Act was unquestionably one of the contributory 
causes of these fluctuations, and Peel’s Committee reported strongly 
in favour of the gradual resumption of cash payments. A masterly 
speech from Ped persuaded the House to a unanimous acceptance of 
the Report; it was resolved that cash payments should be gradually 
resumed, and that from May 1st, 1828, the Bank should pay its notes 
in gold. So strong was the position of the Bank that cash payments 
were m fact resumed two years before the stipulated date—on May 1st, 
1821 That the resumption mflieted some temporary hardship on 
individuals is not to be denied, but it is none the less true that few 
Acts, if any, have contributed more powerfully to the stability of 
English commerce and the maintenance of English credit than the 
Bullion Act of 1819. 


Reform This Act was the only important legislative achievement of the 
moposals first session of the new Parliament. But resistance to reform was 
Koase of cl®Mly weakening in the House of Commons. Grattan’s motion m 
tommona favour of Catholic emancipabon was rejected in a full House only 
by a majority of two, while that of Lord Archibald Hamilton de- 
mandmg a Select Committee to investigate the state of Scottish 
representation was actually earned. On the other hand, Burdett’s 
attempt to pledge the House to consider the question of parliamen¬ 
tary reform in the ensuing session was heavily defeated, 

Affltotlon Although the House of Commons dechned to take the Reform 
Suntry seriously, the temper of the country was rapidly rising. 

Political agitation was, as usual, powerfully stimulated by economic 
distress. The improvement in trade manifested m 1818 was not 
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maintained. Clouds again gathered on the commercial horizon. 
The number of bankruptcies mcreased ominously; wages feU; 
complaints of unemployment grew louder, and in the early summer 
great meetmgs were held at Glasgow, Ashton-under-Lyne, Leeds, 
Sto^po^ and elsewhere. A meeting at Birmingham held on July 
2 th Md attended hy more than 16,000 persons adopted the novel 
ejip^ient of elwling Sir Charles Wolseley, a Staffordshire Baronet, 
attorney and representative of Birmmgham ”. But 

Birmingham were tinged with farce those 
at Manchester resulted in grim tragedy. 

16th a vast meeting took place m St. Peter’s Fields, 
ff m the very heart of the great city of Manchester, From all the 
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□eighbouring districts of Lancashire and Cheshire the men came m 
their thousands; “ many of them m regular marching order five 
deep "; all preceded by flags surmoimted with caps of liberty and 
bearing various mottoes such as “ No Corn Laws,” “ Annual Parlia¬ 
ments," “Universal Suffrage," “Vote by Ballot”. The number 
present was roughly computed at 80,000. Hardly had the chanman, 
“ Orator ” Hunt, mounted the hustings when the Yeomanry with 
drawn sabres charged mto the dense throng to effect his arrest. In 
an instant all was confusion. Crowds of people were trampled under 
foot; eleven were killed; a few were sabred to death; three or 
four hundred were more or less severely injured. Hunt and various 
associates were arrested and committed for trial by the Lancashu:e 
magistrates, and after various postponements were convicted at 
York, not of high treason, as was originally intended, but on a charge 
of “ conspiracy to alter the legal frame of the Government and con¬ 
stitution of these realms, by force and threats, and with meeting 
tumultuously at Manchester, with 60,000 persons, armed with sticks ”. 
Hunt was sentenced to two years and six months’ imprisonment, 
Samuel Bamford and two other defendants to a year’s imprisonment. 
In each case they were required to find sureties to be of good be¬ 
haviour during a further term of five years. 

Meanwhile, congratulations poured m upon the victors of 
Peteiloo. The local magistrates returned thanks “to the Com¬ 
manders, Officers and men of aU the Corps who had taken part m 
the actions of the day,” particularly expressing their gratification 
“at the extreme forbearance exercised by the Yeomanry when 
insulted and defied by the rioters The Regent expressed his “ high 
approbation ’’ of the “ exemplary manner ” m which the Yeomanry 
“ assisted and supported the civil power,” and Lord Sidmouth 
conveyed the message “ with great satisfaction ”. 

In other quarters other views prevailed Subscription hsts were 
opened m London and Liverpool for the victims of the “ Manchester 
massacre ” , meetings were held at Norwich, Westminster, Bristol, 
Liverpool, Nottingham, and York; some simply asked for inquiry, 
others strongly censured the conduct of the Manchester authorities 
and the Ministry. The great meeting at York was attended by 
Lord FitzWiUiam who was in consequence dismissed from the Lord 
Lieutenancy of the West Riding. Still more significant was the 
action of the Common Council of London who, on September 9th, 
asserted “ the undoubted right of Englishmen to assemble together 
for the purpose of deliberatmg upon public grievances ” ; msisted 
that the Manchester meeting was “ legally assembled ” and that its 
proceedings were “ orderly and peaceable,” and finally expressed 
their “ strongest mdignation ” at the “ unprovoked and intemperate ” 
conduct of the authorities. 

In view of the rismg excitement of the nation the Mmistiy took 
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the wise step of summoning Parliament in the autumn. It met on 
November 28rd, and a week later Lord Sidmouth outhned the pro¬ 
posals of the Government. After much debate and formal protests 
from Lord Grey and other Whig Peers, but with the entire concur¬ 
rence of Lord Grenville and his friends, the “ Six Acts ” became law. 
The titles of these Acts sufficiently indicate their import. They were 
designed (1) to prevent delay “ in the administration of justice in 
cases of misdemeanour " ; (2) “ to prevent the training of persons in 
the use of arms and the practice of military evolutions ”; (8) “for 
the prevention and pumsliment of blasphemous and seditious libels ”; 
(4) “ to authorise Justices of the Peace in certain disturbed counties 
to seize and detain arms ” ; (5) “ to subject certain publications to 
the duties of stamps upon newspapers, and to make other regulations 
for restraming the abuses arismg from the publication of blasphemous 
and seditious libels; and (6) “ for more effectually preventing seditious 
meetings and assemblies Much violent criticism has been ex¬ 
pended upon these Acts, and Castlereagh m particular has been held 
up to the execration of posterity for the part which he took in passing 
them through the House of Commons. But to three out of the six, 
the first, second, and fourth, no serious objection can be taken. The 
third, after remaining for some years a dead letter, was repealed m 
1880. The duration of the Act for the prevention of seditious 
meetmgs was expressly limited to five years, and that for the seizure 
and detention of arms to a little more than two. Tierney found in the 
proposals of the Executive “ an evident determination to resort to 
no&mg but force”. That “force is no remedy” is a favourite 
aphorism wth orators in opposition. That it is no permanent 
remedy IS true; but it is equally true that occasions arise when its 
appUcntion is essential to the existence of civilized society. Whether 
yh an occasion had arisen m 1819 is a question which the historian 
to-day should be slow dogmatically to decide-at any rate against 
the prevailing opinion of contemporaries.^ 

reassembled in 1820 the longest reign hitherto 
Wofkte ^«tory had come to an end. Death had been 

^ 5 m Charlotte 

affectionatp lovnlH, r ^ n ievoked an outburst of 
lagging out'a meUorh ^ nothing more than a shade 

pkyed . Axis 'T"”™ ?“* **' "‘y 

enactments of 1810 

wnbe the qntct state of the country in mzrv' 'legree. 

umrj in isao —Annual Register, 1820, p 3 
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prejudices—of the great majority of his subjects. No one can 
pretend that he was a great ruler ; but he was eminently a good man, 
and his homely virtues and his simple life, his dauntless eourage and 
shrewd wit, his untirmg industry, his generosity and kindliness won 
him general affection and respect 

Little respect or affection was entertained for his successor; and George 
whatever remnant of either sentiment survived was dissipated 
the first months of the new reign. For more than a year after 
George the Fourth’s accession the public mind was almost exclusively 
occupied with the scandalous relations of the Kmg and Queen. “ The 
discussion of the Queen’s business,” wrote Greville, “ is now become 
an intolerable nuisance m society ; no other subject is ever talked of 
It is an incessant matter of argument or dispute what will be done 
and what ought to be done. All people express themselves tired of 
the subject, yet none talk or think of any other ” r 

For the moment, however, attention was diverted from the King Cato 
to his Ministers On February 23rd the country was startled by the 
news of the conspii'acy to which for bloodthirsty folly there had been spuacy, 
no parallel smee the days of Guy Fawkes Arthur Thistlewood and Feb asrd, 
a band of fanatical associates had planned to get rid of the whole of 
the detested Tory Cabinet at one murderous stroke. A Cabinet 
dinner to be held at Lord Harrowby’s house in Grosvenor Square on 
February 28rd was the occasion selected for the execution of a plot 
which had been long maturing The Government were in possession 
of complete information through one of their spies named Edwards. 

The Ministers instead of dining with Lord Harrowby remained at 
Fife House, whde the conspirators, twenty or thuty in number, were 
surprised m the midst of their preparations at Cato Street, Edgware 
Road. They offered armed resistance, and slew the first constable 
who entered the stable where they were assembled. The police The poboe 
arrangements had been bungled and only nine arrests were made, 
the leader and fourteen associates escaped; but Thistlewood and 
several others were captured next morning. Brought to trial in 
April on a charge of high treason all the prisoners weie convicted and 
tentenced to death. Thistlewood and four of his accomplices were 
executed on May 1st, the other six were respited and transported 
for life. As to the guilt of the prisoners there was and is no question ; 
the extent of the conspiracy is more difficult to determine. Greville 
declares that the plan was to fire a rocket from Lord Harrowby’s 
house after the destruction of the Cabinet, as a signal for a general 
rising; that the Bank was to be attacked, and the gaols thrown open 
Whetlier any such signal would have been obeyed is doubtful. 

The natural alarm excited by the Cato Street Conspiracy was 
intensified m April by an insurrectionary movement in Glasgow and 
the neighbouring districts, The organizers called upon “ the people 

' .Tune 2Sth, 1820 (i. 82) 
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of Ensland, Scotland, and Ireland to come forward and effect a 
revolution by force The force, however, was lacking, and the 
“ insurrections ” which took place at Bonnymuir and elsewhere were 

suppressed without difficulty. i , 

5ffie period of lawlessness and disorder ushered in by the peace of 
1816 culminated in the Cato Street Conspiracy. The few remaining 
years of that Tory ascendancy, which had now lasted for more than 
half a century, were comparatively tranquil. For this there were 
several reasons. The worst of the economic crisis was over, and 
trade, abnormally stimulated by the war, was gradually restored to 
a more healthy condition. The reconstruction of the, Liverpool 
Ministry m 1822 and the infusion of a more liberal element mto the 
Cabinet gave hope of reasonable and moderate reform. Some credit 
also must be given—though it is unfashionable to do so—to the 
firmness with which tlie pimciples of law and order had been vindi¬ 
cated by Sidmoutli and Castlereagh. It was of course the business 
of the Opposition to oppose—m public, but in private even opponents 
admitted the success of their policy. “ Everybody agrees,” wrote a 
strong Whig, “ that the Doctor has done his part well.” ^ Nor must 
it be forgotten that in the early years of the new reign the public 
mind was diverted, first, by a Court scandal of exceptional magnitude, 
and later by absorbing questions of foreign policy Before we can 
discuss the latter a word must be said of the former. 

Queen If the perspective of History were determined by contemporaries it 

CwoUne would be necessary to devote a whole chapter to the “ Queen’s 
business”. But large as this business looms in the memoirs and 
dianes of the day, the modern Historian may compress the sordid 
and unsavoury details into a paragraph. When the Prince of Wales, 
in 1796, married the Princess Caroline of Brunswick, a bad man was 
mated to a frivolous, foolish, and unattractive woman. The marital 
connection hardly survived the formal marriage, and even before the 
birth of the Princess Charlotte husband and wife had ceased to live 
together. In 1806 the Whig Ministry humoured their patron by 
appointing a Secret Committee to conduct a “ delicate investigation ” 
as to the behaviour of the Princess, hut nothing worse than levity 
was proved against her, and m 1814 she withdrew to Italy. Exas¬ 
perated by her exclusion from Foreign Courts, and by the omission 
^ her name from the English Liturgy, she returned to England in 
June, 1820, to claim her tights as Queen, to annoy the ICing, and 
to embarrass the Ministry. Ever smce the death of Princess Charlotte 
M ather had been increasingly anxious for a divorce, and spies had 
ernployed to obtain the necessary evidence. On his accession 
c rone the King pressed the Mmisters to institute proceedings, 
t, anxious to avoid the mevitable scandal, Lord Liverpool resisted 

^'Lyttelton to Bagot, ap. Bagot, Conning and his Friends, li 87 (Dec 30tli 
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the King’s wishes, though he promised to meet them should the 
Queen return to England. The time for the fulfilment of his promise 
had now come. 

Received by the populace with indiscriminate enthusiasm, the 
Queen posed as a distressed and ,persecuted woman. Her most 
valuable asset was in . reality the shameless life and political un- 
populaJiity of her husband. The Whigs also were quick to perceive 
the opportunity of snatching a party advantage from the embarrass¬ 
ments of the Government. “ Some of the Opposition,” wrote a Tory 
lady, “ are behaving shamefully.” “ Not only the mob,” wrote the 
Whig Lyttelton, (” don’t be deceived by what your Tory friends tell 
you to the contrary), but people of all ranks, and the middle classes 
almost to a man, and I believe the troops too, side with the Queen.” ^ 
It was true. On June 6th the Kmg msisted that the House of Lords 
should institute an inquiry into his wife’s conduct Efforts at com¬ 
promise conducted, on the King’s port by Wellmgton and Castlereagh, 
on the Queen’s by Brougham, her Attorney, and Denman her Solicitor- 
General, broke down on two points—the question of reception at 
Foreign Courts and on that of inclusion in the Liturgy. The Lords’ 
Committee reported that the evidence demanded a soleign inquiry, 
and on July 8th Lord Liverpool introduced a Bill of Pains and 
Penalties to deprive the Queen of her title and dissolve her marriage. 
The Bill came on for second Reading on August 17th, and the Queen’s 
trial (for such^in effect it was) was protracted through the autumn 
An immense volume of conflictmg evidence was taken; Brougham 
conducted the defence with consummate skill, the second Readmg 
was carried by a majority of 28 (Nov 6th), the third Reading only 
by 9. Liverpool accepted the division as a sign of defeat, and amid 
delirous manifestations of popular enthusiasm the Bill was dropped. 
“ I have never met anyone of any kind who believes her to be inno¬ 
cent,” wi'ote Croker to Peel.® Croker moved in Tory circles, but he 
probably reflected the privately expressed opinions of those best 
qualified to judge. Even the Queen’s friends were by this time 
disposed to recite the prayer of the famous epigram — 

Gracious Queen, we thee implore 
Go away, and sin no more 

Should that effort be too great, 

Go away—at any rate 

In the following session (1821) the House of Commons voted her an 
annuity of £50,000, but she did not hve to enjoy it. On the refusal 
of the Privy Council to allow her to be crowned with the King, she 
foolishly attempted to force her way into the Abbey (July 19th, 1821). 
A few weeks later her unhappy life came to an end (Aug. 7th). She 
had already outhved her transient popularity, and the tide was 

“ Corraspondence, i 177. 


^ Canning and his Fnends, ii 98. 
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turning in the King’s favour. His Coronation in July was not only 
celebrated with extravagant magnifleencej but appeared to evoke 
some popular enthusiasm. In August he paid a visit to Ireland 
where he exerted to such good effect his undoubted powers of fas¬ 
cination that Lord Dudley declared that “ if he had stood for Dublin 
he might have turned out Shaw or Grattan ” ® Scarcely less enthu¬ 
siastic, though less tumultuous, was his reception in Scotland a year 
later. In London he was never seen in public during the last seven 
years of his life. He feared the ridicule which might he excited by 
his dropsical bulk, and spent most of his time with Lady Conyngham 
at Brighton—a shameless voluptuary to the end 

Lord Liverpool’s Ministry was severely though, perhaps, unde¬ 
servedly shaken by the “ Queen’s business ” There were, moreover 
indications that the period of repression was passing away, and that 
Parliament was prepared to resume the work of constructive legisla¬ 
tion mterrupted by the outbreak of the French Revolution Canning 
left the Cabinet in January, 1821, m consequence of his inability to 
concur in the policy of the Government towards the Queen He 
was thus free to give his powerful support to Plunket’s Catholic 
Emancipation Bill, which was carried through the Commons in 1821 
only to suffer extinction m the House of Lords. A similar fate befell 
Canning’s own Bill in 1822, designed to permit Roman Catholic 
P^s to sit and vote in the House of Lords. While Canning and 
Plunket were thus active on behalf of the Roman Catholics, Lord 
Jolm Russell was pressing forward the cause of Parliamentary 
Reform. In 1820 his Bill for withholding Writs from Grampound, 
P^n, Camelford, and Barnstaple, passed the Commons; his 
^lution m favour of reform was supported by a large minority in 

Disfranchisement of 
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fu ^mM at the Exchequer, and by Hushsson’s appoitaent to 
fte Board of Trade. But most important and most significant of all 
las lie change at the Foreign Oice and in the h pAwlup of tij 
House of Commons. In 1822 Castiereagh, who in 1821 had hy his 
fafter’s death become Marquis of londondeny, died hy his own 
tad. lord Liverpool promptly offered both the vacant offices to 
Caimiiig. The latter had recenlly been persuaded to accept the 
fovernor-Gcneralship of India, and was ]ust on tie point of leavmg 
England to assume bis new duties. He decided, however, to accept 
lord livapool’s offer, and for the next live years Canning was tie 
teal ruler of England and a great power in affairs of Europe.^ 

iBrougliam’s comment on the event le curiously at variance ?ith received 
opinion • “ Canning succeeds to Foreign Office, Lead of the House, etc -in short, 
ell of Castleieagh except his good judgment, good manners, and bad English 
41reevey,u 240. 
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CHAPTER III 


ENGLAND AND EUROPE. THE HOLY ALLIANCE. CASTLEREAGH 
AND CANNING 
(1816-1830) 


Caatle- 'X'HE persistent legend that English foreign policy underwent a 
iwgh and JL violent deviation m 1822 is no longer accepted by competent 
historians (Rut it is none the less true that the accession of Canning 
to the For^gn Office was an event of real significance alike for 
England and for Europe, • In order to gauge adequately its import¬ 
ance, it will be necessary to survey the course of English foreign 
policy since the conclusion of the war 

Relations At no period in her history have the relations of Great Britain 
with the Contmental Powers been so intimate as during the decade 
Pinrera, which followed Waterloo Such intimacy was not merely natural 
1815-1822 but inevitable. England it was who had formed and financed 
successive coalitions against Napoleon Bonaparte ; who, thanks to 
Castlereagh, had prevented at Chatillon the disruption of the last 
coalition on the eve of final victory; who, thanks to Wellington, had 
secured at Waterloo the ultimate overthrow of the common enemy. 
Her Minister was largely responsible for the terms of the settlement 
of 1815, and her General commanded the joint army of occupation 
which guaranteed their execution. That England should intervene 
more closely and more continuously than usual in the concerns of 
continental Europe is, therefore, a matter neither for surprise nor 
reproach. 


Thp IMy 


Nor is it wonderful that the allied Sovereigns and their Ministers 
should have welcomed this opportunity to put mternational relations 
on a more satisfactory basis In this laudable ambition the Hoh 
Alliance had its genesis Pew diplomatic efforts have incurred more 
odium or more ridicule. And neither is wholly deserved. Its author, 
the Czar Mexander of Russia, was a curious mixture of shrewdness 

wT’sS calculating ambition. In its 

m^n fee Holy Alliance was a genuine attempt to apply the principles 

1 international politics; to re^ve the idea of a 
to rebuild the European polity upon a 

—ed WL °^Sinal scheme 

AusS IXf “ September, 1815, the Sovereigns of Russia. 

themselves “ agreeably to the words of 
Sn iVfe L brothers, to 

E rSi,t J?" indissoluble brotherly love; 

rS nSirSm™ ^'^bieets as pLents ; 

to maintain religion, peace, and justice. They consider themselve 
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but as members of one and the same Christian family commissioned 
by Providence to govern the hranches of one family. They call on 
all powers who acknowledge similar piinciples to join this Holy 
Alliance.” The Regent of England, not being a Sovereign, was 
technically ineligible for membership in the alliance, but he wrote to 
bis “ brothers ” to express his cordial assent to the “ sublime prin¬ 
ciples ” enunciated by the Czar. The Sovereigns of France, Spain, 
and the two Sicilies subs equently gave it their adherence. Metteriiich 
regarded the whole transaction with cynical contempt; Castlereagh, 
to whom enthusiasm of any kind was umntelligible, described it as a 
“ piece of mysticism and nonsense,” and was led to doubt the sanity 
of the Czar ; Canning was more suspicious as to his sincerity. Cor- 
Tuptio optimi pessima. Representing, in its original conception, a 
noble if raipraotieable ideal, the Holy Alliance so rapidly degenerated 
as to justify the worst suspicions of Canning jIn its practical 
workmg, after 1818, it came to mean an attempt to direct the in¬ 
ternal affairs of the several States, by means of periodical conferences, 
in Jhe interests of autocracy and reaction 

In the Holy Alliance itself England, as we have seen, had no for- The 
mal part But closely connected, though not to be confounded with Quad- 
it, was the Quadruple Treaty concluded on November 20th, 1815, 
between Great Britain, Austria, Prussia, and Russia Specifically Nov. 20 ,’ 
based upon the Treaties of Chaumonl (March 1st, 1814) and Vienna ^815 
(March 25th, 1815), this Quadmple Alliance was primarily the work 
of Castlereagh. The High Contracting Parties, ‘j wishing to employ 
all their means to prevent the general tranquillity (the object of the 
wishes of mankind and the constant end of their efforts) from being 
again disturbed, desirous, moi cover, to draw closer the ties which 
unite them for the common interests of their people ” {solemnly 
renewed their adherence to the Treaties of Cliaumont and, Vienna, 
mutually guaranteed the second Treaty of Pans, and finallyjm order 
to “ facilitate and to secure the execution of the present Treaty and 
to consolidate tlie connections which at the present moment so closely 
unite the four Sovereigns for the happiness of the world,” ^greed to 
“ renew their meetings at fixed periods . . . for the purpose of con- 
sultmg upon their common interests and for the consideration of the 
measures which at each of these periods shall be considered the most 
salutary for the repose and prosperity of nations and for tlie main¬ 
tenance of the Peace of Europe ”. ^ (Such were the principal stipula¬ 
tions of the famous document which laid the foundation of the 
Concert of Europe, and continued to exercise a great though diminish¬ 
ing influence upon international relations for the next thirty years.J 
With the principle of Concert it is difficult to quarrel, yet unless 
it were carefully worked and vigilantly watched, danger lurked in 
the scheme. That Castlereagh was not blind to the danger is clear 

‘ Hcrtslet, Map of Europe by Treaty, 1 . 872-376 
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from the warning which he addressed to the foreign missions before 
the close of the year ■ “ In the present state of Europe it is the 
province of Great Britain ta turn the confidence she has inspired to the 
aeeomi of peace by exercising a conciliatory influence between the 
Powers rather than put herself at the head of any combinations of 
Courts to keep others in check (These words suffice not merely 
to define the policy of Great Britain, but also to acquit Castlereagh 
of the charge— uncritically reiterated—of having “ tied England to 
the toil of the Holy Alliance^’'! Canning’s appreciation of the danger 
lurking in “ Government by congresses ” may have been more acute 
than Castlereagh’s, and his language was certainly more emphatic, 
but Canning was not Foreign Secretary and Castlereagh was. To 
have broken up the European Concert attained by infinite pains 
and not yet convicted of reactionary tendencies, would have been, on 
the part of the responsible Minister, an act of unpardonable levity. 
./Caatlereagh’s policy was a combination of co-operation and vimlance, 
and few can now doubt that it was statesmanlike and sound/ 

The Coa- 'Three years passed and the Quadruple allies found themselves in 
^of coiiferenee at Aix-la-ChapeEe (Sept-Nov. 1818 ) J The Sovereigns of 
^^ile Austria, and Prussia were present in person. Among the 

1818 ’ accredited diplomatists were Castlereagh and Wellington, Mettermch 

from Austria, Hardenberg and Berpstorff from Prussia, Nesselrode 
and Capo DTstiia from Russia ^The Duke of Richelieu, Prime 
Minister of France, was also admitted to plead for the evacuation of 
Prance by the allied troops The consideration of this question was 
indeed the pnmary purpose of the Congress. ’ The Treaty of Pans 
had provided that “ the military occupation of France might cease 
at the end of three years ” if the allies approved. The decision 
really rested with the Duke of Wellington, and the Duke advised 
that the “ army of occupation might, without danger to France 
herself and to the peace of Europe, be withdrawn The Congress 
accepted his advice; France, hacked by the great financial houses of 
Baring and Hope, entered into renewed engagements for the payment 
of the unliquidated claims of the allies, and by the end of the year 
not a single foreign soldier was encamped upon the soil of France. 
At the same time France was formally readmitted to the polite 
society of Europe, and thus the Quadruple Alhance of 1815 was 
converted into the “ Moral Pentarchy ” of 1818 J 

Not, however, in its original form. Three years had sufficed to 
confirm the suspicions of the English Cabinet The spirit of reaction 
Iiad already manifested itself, not obscurely, m France and Germany, 
still more violently to the south of the Alps and the Pyrenees. The 
greatest circumspection was. therefore, displayed by the Enghsh 
■'^“-•a-Chapelle lest the Alliance of 1815 should be 
utilized in the mterests of repression. By a Secret Protocol dated 

‘December 28th, ISlB-Casllereagh Comspcndence, xi. IOC 
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November 15th, 1818, the Quadruple allies agreed to renew th,eir 
eng^ements of 1815 as regards France, and to confer “ on the most 
effectual means of arresting the fatal effects of a new revolutionary 
convulsion with which France may be threatened ”, i They even 
provided for the disposition of the allied forces in such an event.® 
But there was to be no general European league which could justify 
regular interference in the internal concerns of independent States. 
On this point the English Cabinet was emphatic. Lord Liverpool 
had a wholesome fear of Parliament before his eyes. “ We must 
recollect," as he wrote to Castlereagh, “ in the whole of this business, 
and ought to make our allies feel that the general and European 
discussion of these questions vwll be in the British Parliament.” 
Castlereagh on his side pathetically complained that the Czar 
Alexander “ having only passed one day in a Polish Parliament has 
no very clear notions of what can be hazarded in a British House 
of Commons In the result, however, the Alliance of 1815 was 
renewed in much more general terms. The allied Sovereigns ex¬ 
pressed “ their invariable resolution never to depart either among 
themselves or in their relations with other States from the strictest 
observation of the principles of the right of nations In a Protocol 
of the same date (Nov, 15th, 1818) it was specifically laid down that 
there should be no stated or periodical meetings, but that if necessary 
a meeting should be arranged ad hoc —^with the further important 
proviso that, in the case of meetings called to consider the affairs of 
any of the minor States, “ they shall only take place m pursuance of 
a formal invitation on the part of such of those States as the said 
affairs may concern, and undei the express reservation of their right of 
direct participation therem ” “ The weight of England,” wrote Lord 

Stewart to Lord Liverpool, “ has been prodigious at this meeting.” ® 
In this attempt to safeguard the smaller States from the officious 
benevolence of the Holy Allijance, it is not difficult to trace the hand of 
the British representative. / Indeed, to Castlereagh and to Castlereagh 
alone Europe owed the manifest failure of the Congress of Aix “ to 
provide the transparent soul of the Holy Alliance with a body 

^ Wellington, Supplementary Despatches, xu 835-837. 

2 Ibid ® Castlereagh to Bathurst, October 4th 

'Declaration of the five Cabinets, November 16th, 1818.— Annual Register, 
1810, p 135 

' Stewart to Liveipool, October 20th, 1818. Stewart adds an interesting sen¬ 
tence “ The dislike between the Emperor of Russia and Metternich renders the 
latter inefflcient to transact delicate points witli him ; Hardenberg, from his infir¬ 
mities and declining weakness, is incapable of taking a prominent line , Bemstorff 
IS kept in the background by Hardenberg, and the Minister of the Emperor pre¬ 
tends to see the delicate points in a diffeient light from Ins master hence, had it 
not been for the unwearied labour ol my brother and the Duke of Wellington, their 
repeated conferences with the Emperor personally, It is evident that no progress 
would have been made ’ ’ 

I deliboiately repeat lieie a statement made in a former work, George Canning 
and las Times (p 85), despite the strictures it has inourred from a very competent 
critic (Temperley’s Canning, p 142) I used and use “ Castlereagh ” in this con¬ 
nection, not as Mr Temperley appears to suppose in contradistinction to Canning, 
but as synonymous with Great Britain whose ehref representative he was. 
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Cttrtle- j/ The attitude maintained by Castlereagh during the remainder of 
^ entirely consistent ■with that which he assumed during 

PoE^ the momentous negotiations at Afat-la-Chapelle. When, for example, 
18 i 8 ; 1822 jh 1819 Metternich showed his mtention to employ the machinery 
of the German Bund for the purpose of suppressing liberty of 
thought and speech in the severd States of the German Con¬ 
federation, Castlereagh entered an emphatic protest. The Carlsbad 
'Decrees issued by the Germanic Diet at the bidding of .Metternich in 
jlSlQ appeared to him to be a distinct infringement of the rights of 
, Sovereign States, and as such to be repudiated ,by the allied Powers, 
Precisely the same principles inspired liis .policy m regard to the 
insurrectionary'movement which in 1820-18^1 broke out in Spain 
Portugal, and Naples, and which, biitlor his firmness, would probably 
have mvolved a general European con'fiiet..) 

Rerohi- In no country in Europe had the shock of .reaction aftgr 1815 
to ^ been felt so violently as in Spam. Ferdinand ,Vri., of all the Spanish 
Buropo Bourbons the most cohtemp'tible, had been .welcomed back to the 
throne with limitless enthusiasm.' But'not;nvep^ Spanish loyalty 
was proof against the combination of weakness anisCcnielty which he 
displayed. By 1820 his popularjty was exhausted; the flag of 
insurrection was unfurled at Cadiz, apd from an orgy of reaction the 
S^niards characteristically plunged into an orgy of revolution. 

Spain the revolutionary mfection spread to Portugal and 
Naples., Mexonder of Russia was burning to throw a Russian army 
into the Pemnsula: Metternich was determined to restore order in 
Soutliern Italy. Both hoped to obtain for their several enterprises 
toe sanction ^ the alibied Powers. (In regard to Naples, Austria had 
by treatyac^ainrightofmterference; mregard to Spam, Alexander 

deduced from the pimciples 
Mto determined that toe 

mteweation m Spam he was successful, but against his wishes a 
^f«ence to consider the whole situation met at Troppau (0«h! 

Britain, 

part. The policy of'creat ® Congress the latter took no formal 

was from first to last unef^^ar Castlereagh 

intcresls were threatenwl w ^ i consistent. If Austrian 

to protect them, VovidedMmt”" fintervene 

witli no views of aggrandisement ” 

to objects of self-drfence are limited 

concerted action on the part of P a^iything m the nature of 

alterably opposed. Not tbnt Uo Pcntarchy Castlereagh was un- 

> C J, . ' . 7^- * ®®«se a friend to revolu- 
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tion. His primary, if not his sole, consideration was the maintenance 
of the peace of Europe, and that peace was, in his judgment, less 
likely to be jeopardized by domestic revolution than by the armed 
intervention of the Great Powers. The Czar, however, was falling 
^more and more completely under the influence of Metternich, and i on | 
November 19th, 1820, the three Eastern Powers promulgated the 
Protocol of Troppau. This famous document set forth with startling 
explicitness the doetcmes of the Holy Alliance. “States,” it de¬ 
clared, “which have undergone a change of Government due to 
revolution, the result of which threatens other States, ipso facto 
cease to be members of the European Alliance, and remain excluded 
from it until their situation gives guarantees for legal order and 
stability. ... If, owing to such alterations, immediate danger 
threatens other States, the Powers bind themselves, by peaceful 
means, or if need be by arms, to bring back the guilty State into the 
bosom of the Great Alliance.” 

Consi^ous, perhaps, of the alarm the declai’ation would be likely 
to excite, and certainly aware of Castlereagh’s suspicious attitude, 
the Eastern Sovereigns issued an explanatory circular (Dec. 8th, 

1820) . 5 lliey asserted that “ the Powers have exercised an un¬ 
deniable right ih concerting together upon means of safety against 
those States in which the overthrow of a Government caused by 
revolution oould only be considered as a dangerous example, which 
could only result m a hostile attitude against constitutional and 
legitimate Governments,” and expressed a confident hope that “ the 
goodwill of all right-minded men will no doubt follow the allied 
Courts in the noble Arena in which they are about to enter 

iFranoe expressed a general assent, but Castlereagli, on behalf of 
"^Great Britain, declined to become a party to the measures which 
would be- “ in dii ect repughance'" to the fundamental laws of this 
country ) Further, in a circular despatch of great vigour (Jan. 19th, 

1821) , ifrKile admitting the individual right of Austria to interfere m 
Naples he denounced the principles enunciated at Troppau on the 
ground that they “ would inevitably sanction ... a much more 
extensive interference in the internal transactions of States than 
. . . can be reconcilable either with the general interest or,with the 
eflicient authority and dignity of independent Sovereigns”^.® 

Castlereagh’s despatch created a profound sensation inj, the 
continental Chancelleries; but despite his protest a mandate was 
given to Austria to crush the Neapolitan revolt. An army of 80,000 
marched, practically without resistance, upon Naples ; the wretched 
King Ferdinand was restored, vengeance was exacted from all who 
had taken part in the recent disturbances, and the principles of 
legitimacy were triumphantly vindicated. 

-j While Austria found congenial occupation in Italy, France was 
’Hertslet, i. 039. “ Jbid,, 904. 
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itching to go the assiatance of Bourbon absolutism in Spain: On 
the pretext of establishing a cordon saniimre against an epideinic of 
yellow fever (Aug. 1821), France gradually massed 100,000 men on 
Pyrenean frontier. The Eastern Courts were by no means 
opposed to French intervention, but before it could be formally 
Banctioned an even 'more threatening cloud had appeared on the 
diplomatic horizon, ^ ^ 

The East- (in March, 1821^Europe was startled by the news that (l^e Greeks, 
em que- ir-ikr Pt ■ Kypsrlanti had raised the standard of revolt 

in Mdl" i£' to the discouraging attitude of the Czar, the 

“Moldavian"rising proved to be a mere flash in the pan. But in the 
Morea and the Algean Islands the Greek revolt quickly attamed the 
dimensions of a national msurrection. The Greeks made no secret 
of their ambition: the Ottoman Turk was to be driven out of Europe,' 
and the Byzantine Empire"tonBe restored at Constantinople. On 
both sides the struggle was conducted with the utmost ferocity 
outrages on the one side called forth cruel reprisals on the other, 
and,^it became increasingly difficult for the Powers in general and for 
Russia in parbcular to stand olodf. ' 

The Czar’s position was (Jbe\^of pecuhar embarrassment. As 
founder of the Holy Alliance, as partner of Prince Metternich in the 
Troppau Protocol, he was the sworp foe of revolution; as the Pro¬ 
tector of the Greek Church and the, traditional friend of Turkey’s 
enemies, he was impelled to interference on behalf of the Greeks. 
Moreover, Russia had at the moment her own quarrel with the 
Turk. There was the utmost danger that the two quarrels, m their 
origin distinct, would merge mto one, and that Russia would use the 
Greek insurrection to further her own traditional ambitions. 


CasUe- 

teiiph'E 

IKifcy 


Such an issue would have been m Castlereagh’s ]udgment en¬ 
tirely repugnant to British interests, and on July 16th, 1821, Castle- 
reagh (now Lord Londonderry), availing himdelf for the first time of 
a unique privilege, addressed directly to the'.. Czar a letter which 
adroitly turned against the Czar his own principles, and laid down 
with admirable exphcitness the hne which British policy was thence¬ 
forth to follow. His supreme object was to stop,the isolated inter¬ 
vention of the Czar. In this he was entirely successful.^ But the 
atmosphere continued to be explosive; the peace of Europe hung by 
a ve^ slender thread.) How long could B,ussia be restrained from 
crossing the Pruth, afid France from crossing the Pyrenees ? How 
long could England refrain from recognizing the belligerent rights, if 
Mt the independence, of the Spanish Colonies in Soqth America? 
Th«e were the questions which once more brought the', Powers info 
conference at Vienna and Verona m the autumn of 18^2. At that 
conference England was to be represented by the Foreign Minister 


example of Castlereagh’s adroitness 
olplomatist, may be read in M In his Corre^onilsnce, xu. 403 - 408 . 
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himself, but until he could arrive her interests were to be confided to 
the Duke of Wellington. Castlei-eagh, therefore, fortunately for his 
own reputation, drafted an elaborate memorandum, which conclus¬ 
ively attests his own sagacity and foreshadows the policy adopted in 
its entirety by Canning 

Ii} the discussion on the Italian question England was to take no Castle- 
part,,'" lest by doing so she should appear to admit the justice of 
proceeding against which from the outset she had protested ”,, InS”"'"' 
regard to the Eastern question, every effort was to be made to recon¬ 
cile the differences between Russia and Turkey,'and “ then, and not 
till then,” the condition of Greece might be considered. The recog- 
tion of the Greeks as a de facto Government had become almost 
inevitable, but the British plenipotentiary was to “stand aloof” 
from any engagement with the allies either to accept the Greek 
Govemment as that of an independent State, or to compel the sub¬ 
mission of Greece herself to the Porte by force of arms. (As regards 
the domestic revolution m Spain, “ that is a matter with which, in 
the opinion of the English Cabinet, no foreign power has the smallest 
right to interfere ^ 

The case of the revolted Spanish Colonies was different ^ “ Over Old and 
by far the gi'eater part of them''^paiii has lost all hold,” and it is clear 
that “ their recognition as independent States has become merely 
question of time ’ ’ England, thm-efore, was to advocate the principle 

that, while no help should be ^iven to revolting Colonies, every 
province which had actually estaWished its independence should be 
recognized,. But this must be a metier between Spain and England 
exclusively.' “ There is to be no coVeert with France or Russia oi 
any other extraneous Power to effect it. Other nations may or may 
not come into the views which Englailjl entertains • but upon their 
approval or disapproval of her views, England is not m any way to 
shape her conduct.” , Finally, England i^o urge the final suppression 
of the slave trade. The memorandum is a^asterly exposition of the 
principles which from first to last inspired Castlereagh’s policy: a 
strenuous insistence upon national independence; abstention from 
interference in the domestic concerns of independent States, and a 
frank recognition of the claims of new nationalities which had de 
facto established their independence.^ AdoptM by Canning, these 
principles were asserted by him with a vigour ui' action to which his 
predecessor could not pretend. ' 

Castlereagh’s course was run. Worn out by the twofold stram of Death of 
Parliamentary leadership and diplomatic responsibility, his mind^'“fi®‘ 
gave way, and on August 12th, 1822, he died by his own hand. ■ 

He had reached the climax of his career in 1815. Always devoid 
of personal magnetism, the last seven years of his life had filled to 
the brim the cup of his unpopularity. The brutal shouts of his 

n ^ Alison, Castlerea^t, m. 172. 
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enemies even deseciated the closing scene m Westminster Abbey, 
Brougham, indeed, was big enough to appreciate a fallen foe. “ Put 
all their men together in one scale and poor Castlereagh m the other 

_single he plainly weighed them down.” Creevey expressed, 

though with characteristic malevolence, the prevailing view among 
his opponents i ** a worse, or if he had had talent and ambition for 
it, a more dangerous pubhc man never existed No English 
statesman ever mcuned greater, or more undeserved unpopularity. 
His diplomacy was misunderstood, and it was his misfortune to be 
compelled, m addition, to hear the odium of the domestic policy of 
the Government The financial blunders of Vansittart, the re¬ 
pressive legislation of Sidmouth and Eldon , the unsavoury business 
of Queen Caroline—for all these things Castlereagh was of course in 
part responsible, and m exceptional degree was made to suffer And 
impartial history has only begun to do tardy justice to his qualities. 
Apart from the of&cial biography of Alison, the memory of Castlereagh 
was left, for half a century, to the mercy of his opponents. But a 
reaction is clearly discernible® One of the greatest of our Foreign 
Ministers, warmly testifymg to his “ courage, patience, and faultless 
sagacity,” has declared him to be “ that rare phenomenon—a prac¬ 
tical man of the highest order who yet did not by that fact forfeit 
his title to be considered a man of genius ” * 

Cannu^ The dual position which Castlereagh had held was pressed hy 
Lord Liverpool upon the acceptance of Canning, and thus, at the age 
of fifty-two, Canning became, for the second time, Foreign Secretary, 
and, for the first time, Leader of the House of Commons. Born in 
1770 and educated at Eton and Christ Church, Canning had hitherto 
had a singularly chequered political career. Entering the House of 
Commons as a disciple of Pitt m 1798, he was appointed in 1796 to 
serve his official apprenticeship under Grenville as Under-Secretary 
for Foreign Affairs. He became an Indian Commissioner m 1799, 
Joint Paymaster of the Forces in 1800, and in 1801 resigned office 
with Pitt, For the next three years he found the serious business of 
hfe in incessant mtrigue against Pitt’s successor, and his recreation 
in the manufacture of squibs to be fired off against the “ Doctor ”. 
^e^squibs did Addington little harm and Canning no good. On 
Pitt s return to power (1804) Canning became Treasurer of the Navy, 
and was thus fortunate enough to be connected with the Admiralty 


* Creevey, ii 44, 48 

when Brodnek “He was a Tory in days 

the beat type -ZpoIuJcU 


Essaifs, i, 40. The writer adds shrewdly and 
have done readipi-nught have mBintaincd bis pobey with impunity if lie would 
the Iul^„l catch-words olf the day If be had only 
wordy svmnathv m about nationality or freedom, or given a little 

the world wonli^have N^les or Spam or the South American republics, 

aeworw would have heard much less of the hortoia of his policy.” 
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during the critical year of the naval campaign against Napoleon 
He resigned on Pitt’s death (1806), and was not included in Grenville’s 
Ministry, though its popular appellation, “ AU the Talents,” could 
not, as Fox handsomely observed, be strictly applied to any Govern¬ 
ment from which Canning was excluded.; In the following year 
Canning joined the Portland Ministry as Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affau’S. Castlereagh became at the same time Secretary for 
the Colonies and War—an office which afforded ample opportunities 
for friction with the Foreign Minister. On neither side were they 
neglected. 

Canning’s first tenure of the Foreign Office (1807-1809) was 
memorable for the success with which he foiled the conspiracy of 
Tilsit; for the unfortunate but unavoidable bombardment of 
Copenhagen ; and for the opening scenes of the Peninsula campaign. 
Into the causes which led to the unfortunate duel between Canning 
and Castlereagh, and to the break-up of the Ministry of which they 
were the mam supports, it is unnecessary to enter.^ It is sufficient 
to recall the fact that while Castlereagh returned to office as Foreign 
Secretary in 1812, and retained that office continuously for ten years, 
Canning never regained a foremost place in English politics during 
his great rival’s life. Castlereagh, indeed, with great magnanimity 
offered to resign the Foreign Office m his favour on the formation of 
the Liverpool administration in 1812. Canning described the offer, 
without hypeihole, as “ the handsomest ever made to an individual,” 
but he declined to accept it without the leaderslup m the Commons, 
and for four years he was out of office. 'In 1816 he re-entered the 
Cabinet as Piesident of the Board of Control, but his friendship with 
Queen Caroline rendered it difficult for him to remain a member of 
the Cabinet while her “ business ” was under discussion, and accord¬ 
ingly, in 1820, he lesigned. All his colleagues and even the King 
parted with him, it would seem, with genuine regret, and the cordial 
letter addressed to him by Castlereagh proves that the old bitterness 
between these great men was largely assuaged.® Liverpool repeatedly 
pressed Canning’s claims to re-admission upon the King,® but the 
latter was obdurate ; and Cannmg’s career m English politics seemed 
to be definitely closed before it was well begun. It was under these 
circumstances that, in the summer of 1822, he accepted the Governor- 
Generalship of India, and was m the midst of preparations for de¬ 
parture when the death of Lord Londonderry opened once more the 
prospect of high office at home. The idea of India had, however, by 
this time laid its spell upon Canning, and it was, apparently, with 
real regret that he received the offer of the “ whole inheritance ”. ^ 

^ Cf vol VI ol this work, p 441 See also an interesting suggestion in Sir 
W. Napier’s Life of Sir C. Napier, i 40, and c/. Marriott, Casllereagli, c xi 

“ Stapleton, Cannmi; and Ins Times, p 810 

“ Cf, IjOrd Liveipool’s strong letter to the ICing, June lOtb, 1821, and a still 
stronger one, June 20th,—Yonge, Liverpool, in 142, 148 
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Anything less he had resolved to refused “ To the last day 1 hoped ” 
he wote to Charles Bagot, “ that the proposal made to me might be 
one winch I could refuse.” It was not, and in 1822 Cannmg obtained 
his hfe-lotg ambition. 

Cstuiing’s On his return to the Foreign Office Canning was confronted by 
three questions of immense difficulty ^tne Greek msurrection and 
the quarrel between Russia and Turkey; ,the internal affairs of old 
Spain; and the relations between Spam and her revolted Colonies 
in South America. To these was subsequently added a fourth . the 
position of the House of Braganza in Portugal and Brazil, 

In regard to the first three he adopted without modification the 
instructions drawn up by Castlereagh. Wellington, who represented 
i Great Britain at the Congress of Verona, told the Powers that while 
' “ there was no sympathy and would be none between England and 

revolutionists and Jacobins,” England must insist on “ the right of 
nations to set up over themselves whatever form of Government they 
thought best ”. Above all, tliere must be no concerted intervention 
on behalf of absolutism in Spam The protest of Wellington averted 
joint action, it could not stop the mtervention of France, and, 
despite all the efforts of Canmng, the Duo d’AngoulAme crossed the 
Bidasson at the head of 100,000 men (April 6th, 1828). 

Withm a few months Ferdinand VII. of Spam was restored to 
hi? throne and his authority, and, under the protection of French 
troops, who remained encamped in Spam until 182T he was able to 
wreak a terrible vengeance upon his enemies. . 

Foiled m Old Spam, Cannmg turned to the New,*and “ sought 
materiab of compensation in another hemisphere He was resolved 
that if Fiance had Spam, it should not be Spam with the Indies, and 
he “ called the New World into existence to redress the balance of 
the Old Tile situation m South America had indeed become 
intolerable For outrages unnumbered upon British ships and 
traders no redress could be obtained from the Spanish Government 
Spain, indeed, was impotent to control the action of her Colonies 
With these Colonies, therefore, Canning determmed to deal directly 
to punish the privateers, and to recognize the independence of “ those 
countries which appear to have established their separation from 
Spain , Before the end of 1828 consuls were appointed to protect 
British interests in most of the principal towns; in 1824 Great 
Britain recognized tlie independence of Buenos Ayres, Colombia, and 
Mexico, and in 1825 of Bolivia, Cbih, and Perm 

Spam was powerless to resist Canning’s wiU, but France was not. 
In 1^ it was rumoured that Prance meant to extend her mterven- 
on m the Old Spam to the New. France was bluntly mformed 
that no such intervention would be permitted by Great Britain 


“"“i 'iw Times, i. dl. 

aptern m House of Coiumoiis, Deccmbei 12th, 1826 
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(Oct. 1828), and the latter’s attitude was supported by the United 
States On December 2nd, 1823, President Munroe sent to Congress 
the famous message in which he declared “ that any interferenee on 
the part of the great Powers of Europe for the purpose of oppressing 
or controlling the destiny of the Spanish American States, which 
had declared their independence, would be dangerous to the peace 
and safety of the United States, and would be considered as the mani¬ 
festation of an unfriendly disposition towards them 

In 1825 the Spanish Empire m South Ameiica was all but wiped 
out. The language and still more the action of Canning sealed the 
doom of the Holy Alliance, and ended the attempt to govern Europe 
by congresses. England had got little satisfaction from congresses: 

“ We protested at Laybaeh; we remonstrated at Verona. Our 
protest was treated as waste paper , our remonstiances mingled with 
the air ; our influence, if it is to be maintained abroad, must be 
secure in the sources of strength at home ; and the sources of that 
strength are m the sympathy between the people and the Govern¬ 
ment.” Canning’s language was apt to be a trifle magniloquent, 
but magniloquence was not with him a substitute for action 

This was proved conclusively in his dealings with Portugal. In f anning 
all the complicated web of modem European history there is no moie and 
tangled skein than that provided by Portugal and Brazil.^ 
line taken by Canning is, however, tolerably clear, and with that 
alone, fortunately, we are concerned. In 1807, ]ust after Canning 
had foiled the Tilsit conspiracy, Napoleon had issued an edict that 
the “House of Braganza had ceased to leign The Royal Family 
and Court made their escape in time, and transferred the seat of 
Government to Brazil. At the restoration of 1815 it was naturally 
expected that John VI would return to Lisbon ; but he preferred 
Rio Janeuo, and Portugal was m effect reduced to the position of a 
dependency of its own colony. In 1820, the revolutionary contagion 
spread from Spain to Portugal, and John, in 1821 was reluctantly 
compelled to return to Europe to reassert his authority In the 
followmg year (1822) the Brazilians threw off the yoke of the mother 
country, and proclaimed Dorn Pedro, eldest son of John VI, as 
Constitutional Emperoi of Brazil. Meanwhile, the successful inter¬ 
vention of France in the absolutist interest m Spam excited the hopes 
of the Portuguese reactionaries, who were led by the Kmg’s second 
son and heir, Dom Miguel. France was only too eager to extend 
her 'mtervention from Spain to Portugal, and was restrained solely 
by the firm attitude of Canning The Constitutionalists in Portugal 
apphed for the assistance of English troops This request Cannmg 
was compelled, conformably with his principles of non-intervention, 
to refuse But he sent a British squadron to the Tagus, and made it 

* It IS unravelled, as tar as may be, by Mr Edmondson ap Cambridge Modem 
Htslcry, vol x , c x 
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otlierwise clear to France and to Europe that if England refrained 
from interference on behalf of the one party, Prance must refrain on 
behalf of the other. The ships, moreover, were found useful when, 
in April, 1824, Dom Miguel effected a coup d’etat and vii'tually super¬ 
seded his father. John VI went on board the Wmdsor Castle, and 
from that vantage-ground effectually re-asserted his authority. Dom 
Miguel was exiled, order was restored, the Gallophils were deposed, 
and Canning tnumphed. In 1825 Canning had the further satisfac¬ 
tion of bringing about a settlement of the long-standing difficulties 
between Portugal and Biazil. As a result of a conference in London 
a Treaty was signed (Aug. 29th, 1826), by which John Vl. recognized 
the independence of Brazil, and “his Ibest-beloved son Dom Pedro as 
Emperor ”. 

Six months later John VI. died (March 10th, 1826). The 
Emperor Pedro thereupon promulgated a constitutional charter for 
Portugal, but renounced his rights on the Throne m favour of his 
daughter, tlie Infanta Maria—a child of seven, who was to marry 
her uncle Miguel. But the Miguelists refused the compromise and 
appealed for help to Spam; the party of the Regency appealed to 
England. To Canning intervention was one thing; intervention to 
repel intervention was another He waited only for. the assurance 
that Spain meant to support the Miguehsts by arms.' This reached 
him on December 8tli, and four days later he announced to Parliament 
that an English force was on its way to Portugal Not an hour had 
been lost. “ The precise information on which alone we could act 
arrived only on lYiday last. On Satui'day the decision of the 
Government was taken, on Sunday we obtained the sanction of PIis 
Majesty, on Monday we came down to Parliament, and at this very 
hour, while I have the honour of addressing tins House, British 
Iroops are on their way to Portugal ” In one of his most effective 
speeches Canning announced to Parliament and to Europe the 
principle on which the Government had acted England had no 
wish to interfere on either side in Portugal, but neither would she 
permit anyone else to do so. The Holy Allies were scandalized, but 
Spam desisted from any further efforts to assist the Portuguese 
reactionaries Canning’s prompt and decisive action not only saved 
the hberal constitution in Portugal, but probably averted a European 
war. ^ The English force remained in Portugal until April, 1828. 
Canning was now dead; Dom Miguel had been appointed by Ins 
brother to the Regency in February, 1828, and, despite his oath of 
fealty to tile Constitution, made no secret of his intention to exchange 
the Regency for the Crown. ’Wellington, who became Prime Minister 
in January, 1828, had always dishked Canning’s foreign policy, 
refus^ to let English troops take side m domestic broils in Portugal, 
and insisted on their withdrawal. No longer restrained by them 
presence, Miguel flung aside all dissimulation ; all the Ministers at 
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Lisbon, except those of Rome and Spain, withdrew, and Portugal 
plunged into an orgy of reaction Meanwhile, the Infanta Maria, 
dispatched from Brazil by her father ui ignorance of the doings of 
j)om Miguel, was brought to England, where she was received as 
Queen of Portugal (Sept. 1828). In England she was joined by the 
leading Portuguese constitutionalists, and by some 8,000 to 4,000 
military refugees. Wellington, anxious to maintain the strictest 
neutrality, was now in a position of great embarrassment. He had 
only too good reason to fear that England would be used as the base 
of the operations against the dc facto Government of Portugal. 

Despite all his vigilance, an expedition did sail fiom England in 
January, 1829, for the Azores, but it was intercepted by an English 
squadron and effected nothing Not until 1834 was the matter 
finally settled, when Miguel was compelled, by the jomt action of the f 
Weste’ni Powers, to sign the Convention of Evoia, by which hej 
rmoimeed his rights to the Throne of Portugal, and left the wa,yJ 
cle& for his niece Donna Maria. 

Of much gi eater importance than the affairs of Spain or Portu-canning 
gal, though of less immediate interest to the diplomatists ah Verona, and the 
was the development of events in Eastern Europe Here also®“g^j™ 
Canning adopted and maintained the policy defined by Castlereagh ^ 

Both statesmen were friendly to the Greek cause, but both regarded 
the question piimarily and properly from the point of view of British 
interests, and both used every endeavour to induce Turkey to agree 
With her Greek adversary quickly, lest Russia should get the oppor¬ 
tunity of fishing m troubled waters. , 

For tlu'ee years (1821-1824) the Greeks, despite fierce internal 
feuds, more than held tlieir own against the Turks, but in 1824 the 
Sultan summoned to his aid Ibrahim Pasha, the son of his vassal, 
Mehemet Ah of Egypt Ibrahim occupied Ciete in 1824, and in the 
following year crossed to the Morea, where he “ harried, slaughtered, 
and devastated in all directions ”. The rumour ran that he meant 
to cany off all the Greeks who were spared by his ferocious troops 
into bondage m Egypt. From the first the Gieek cause had been 
warmly espoused by the English people, partly from classical senti¬ 
ment and partly from religious, partly from detestation of the Turk 
and not least m response to the eloquence of Byron Volunteers 
had gone in them thousands not from England only, but from other 
Western nations and from the United States. Tidings of Ibrahim’s 
deeds and intentions roused the Phil-Hellenist sentiment to the highest 
pitch. Meanwhile, m Greece itself the cause of the msm'gents 
seemed desperate. Missolonghi ^ fell in 1826, after a year’s heroic 
defence, to which English volunteers materially contributed, and m 
the following year, despite the efforts of Lord Cochrane, General 
Church, and others, Athens itself was compelled to surrender 
‘ Whert Jtlyion luid died, April lOUi, 1824 
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The How was the progress of events in South-Eastern Europe le- 

Pow™ garded by the Powers and the peoples of the West ? Metternioh 
diverged for an instant from the line he had from the first 
question taken up; the Greeks were lawless rebels and must be left to then- 
fate. Prussia, as usual, followed humbly m the wake of Austria, In 
France, however, the Phil-Hellenist sentiment was not powerless 
and in England and Russia it might at any:, moment get beyond the 
control of the respective Governments (In March, 1823, Canning 
had been obliged, by the same logic of events as necessitated the 
recognition of the South American Republics, to recognize the 
Greeks as belligerents. As in the West, so in the East, the insurgents 
took to piracy. British trade was suffering severely; no redress 
could be obtained from the nominal Sovereign, and none could be 
asked at the hands of a non-recogmzed belligerent. “ The recogni¬ 
tion of the belligerent character of the Greeks,” as Canning explained 
“was necessitated by the impossibility of treating as pirates a 
popidation of a million souls, and of bringing within the bounds of 
civilized war a contest which had been marked at the outset on both 
sid^ by disgusting barbarity.” ^ 

Russia resented Canning’s isolated action, and m January, 1824 
proposed “ collective intervention Anxious to avoid encourage¬ 
ment to Greek “ nationality,” she suggested that Greece, including 
the zRchipelago, should be divided into three autonomous provinces 
on the model of Moldavia and Wallachia, nominally subject to 
lur^h suzerainty but practically under Russian protection ^ To 
^tle the details a conference was invited to meet at St. Petersburg. 

iJbx^h proposal, and in August, 

1826, the Greeks themselves addressed Canning in an equally angry 

^test. The plan, they complained, was one “ for giving them over 

i declared “ that they 

Tw last man rather than submit to be negotiated 

St ” rn VT? “ Hereupon,” wrote Canning,* ‘‘ say 

conferenre accordingly withdrawn from the 

a Sv nevertheless Canning assented to 

M^to wns presented in a joint 

in^eraL? h ’nT <The Greeks 

formallv under Canning, placed themselves 

would smd thenf begged that Great Bntam 

ible, and Cannmo- <■ ®nggestion was, of course, inadmiss- 

co^ia 

S I At this iunphTj... rt, though benevolent, neutrality. 

juncture the situation was profoundly affected by the 

‘Quoted by Al,sonPhdJipsap ClU.C.x 186 

’ To StToiford Canning, i. p 34 ] 

lo GmnviUe. November ISth, 1824 ^ 
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sudden death (Dec. 1st, 1825) of the Czar Alexander. His successoi 
Nicholas was a man of different mould and temper. He had none 
of Alexander’s Western veneer, nor of his mysticism and sentiment, 
he was a Russian to the core. Alexander had clearly “ discerned 
the revolutionary march in the troubles of the Peloponese Nicholas 
cared even less for the Greeks than his predecessor , but he was even 
more indisposed to allow the Porte to play fast and loose with Russia. 
Canning was becoming convinced as to the necessity of a frank 
understanding with that Court, the more so since Prmce Lieven, the 
Russian ambassador in London, had expressed the wish that Cannmg 
“ would take the question into his own hands, since Great Britain 
was the only Power which could brmg the state of affairs m Greece 
to a satisfactory settlement 

To this end Canning induced the Duke of Wellington to undertake Protocol 
a special mission to St. Petersburg to congratulate the new Czar on of St 
accession (Jan. 1826) The Duke was further charged to adjust, 
possible, the outstanding difficulties between Russia and Turkey, andApnii, 
to arrive at an understanding with Russia on the Greek question. 1826 
The result of the mission was seen m the signature (April ith, 1826) 

' of the Protocol of St. Petersburg. By this Treaty the two Powers 
renouncmg any “ augmentation of territory, any exclusive influence,” 
or any preferential commercial advantages for themselves, agreed to 
offer their mediation to the Porte. Greece, though continumg to 
pay tribute to the Poite, was to become a virtually independent 
State, to be governed by authorities chosen by itself, and to enjoy 
“ entire liberty of conscience and commerce ”, To prevent collisions 
m the future the Turks were to evacuate Greece, ahd the Greeks were 
to “ purchase the property of the Turks ... on the Grecian continent 
or,islands 

: This Protocol must be regarded as a political triumph for Canning 
and a personal triumph for Welhngton, but it did nothing to adjust 
the outstanding differences between Russia and Turkey. In regard 
to these, the new Czar was determined to brook neither dallying on 
the part of the Porte nor intervention on the part of the Powers 
He had already embodied his terms in an ultimatum despatched to 
Constantinople (March 17th, 1826), and the Porte, temporarily em¬ 
barrassed by the mutiny of the Janissaries, was compelled to accept 
the Czar’s terms m the Convention of Ackermann (Oct. 7th, 1826). 

As regards Greece, on the other hand, the Porte, m the full tide 
of triumphant barbarity, showed no signs of accepting any mediation 
unless backed by force Greece had already formally applied for it 
Accordingly in September, 1826, Canning proposed to the Czar 
common action to enforce mediation upon the Sultan. If the Sultan 
remamed obdurate, the two Powers agreed to mtimate to him that 
“ they would look to Greece with an eye of favour, and with a 

‘Stapleton Times, p. 405, and f f n d UC all OH 
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disposition to seize the first occasion of recognizing as an independent 
StAe such portion of her temtory as should have freed itself from 
Turkish dominion 

Every effort was made to bring the other Powers into line; 
Metternich, however, left no stone unturned to frustrate Canning’s 
policy, even to the extent of using backstairs mduence to create 
mistrust between the Court and the Cabinet. Prussia followed 
Mettermch’s lead, but France concluded with Russia and Great 
Bntain the Treaty of London (July, 1827). The public articles of 
the Treaty were substantially identical with the ternas of the Protocol, 
in accordance vnth which an “ munediate armistice " was to be 
offered to the belligerents. A secret article provided that the Porte 
should be plainly informed that the Powers intend to take “ immediate 
measures for an approximation with the Greeks ” ; and that if 
within one month “ the Porte do not accept the armistice ... or 
the Greeks refuse to execute it” the High Contracting Powers 
should mtimate to one or both parties that “ they intend to exert 
all the means which circumstances may suggest to them prudence to 
obtain the immediate effect of the armistice ... by preventing all 
collision between the contendmg parties . , . without, however, 
taking any part in the hostilities between them ”. 

Battle of A ]oint note was presented to the Turk (Aug. 16th) who indig- 

Navariao nantly deolmed mediation. But by this time the control of events 
was passing from the hands of dallying diplomatists into those of 
plain sailors. The Admirals m command of the British and French 
fleets in the Levant were mformed of tlie terms of the Treaty on 
August 7th, Sn Edward Codnngton found them difficult of mter- 
prctation. Was he to use force or not ? He appealed to the British 
ambassador at Constantinople and, satisfied with Stratford Canning’s 
answer, he sailed for the Morea A large Egyptian fleet had mean¬ 
while sailed with reinforcements for the Morea, and on September 
7th joined the Turkish ships in Navarmo Bay. The alhed fleets of 
England, France, and Russia followed. Ibrahim was mformed that 
none of his ships would be allowed to leave the harbour, and qmckly 
discovered that the allied Admirals meant to enforce their orders. 
Foiled at sea he renewed his attack on land with increased ferocity. 
Of the atrocities he committed the sailors were all but eye-witnesses.^ 

0 remain passive was impossible, but agreeably to instructions there 
n'Tfi hostilities Tlie Turks, however, opened fire; the 

WtUe became general, and before sundown on October 20th the 
r 0 - gyptian fleet ‘ had disappeared, the Bay of Navarmo was 
covered with their wrecks ”. 


Wetting. 

toa’i 

poiky 


battle of Navarmo was received with amazement 
IiVa ^ Europe, and by the English Government with something 
like consternation. The sailors had indeed cut the Gordian knot 


'C/. Aorroliur ji/Cnp/amHamiftonap Marriott, Cannwg, p 131 . 
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tied by the diplomatists, but they got no thanks in England for 
doing It. Canning was dead (Aug. 8th), and Wellington, who after 
five months’ interval succeeded to his place, made no secret of his 
dislike of Canning’s policy. The Turk with consumate impudence 
described Navarino as a “ revolting outrage,” and demanded com¬ 
pensation and apologies. Even Wellington was not prepared to go 
this length, but the King was made (Jan. 29th, 1828) to “ lament 
deeply” that “this conflict should have occurred with the naval 
forces of an ancient ally,” and to express “ a confident hope that this 
untoward event will not be followed by further hostilities ”. 

The one anxiety of the new Government was to preserve the 
independence and integrity of the Ottoman Empire. No language 
could have been more nicely calculated to defeat this object, Turkey 
was, of course, encouiaged to persist in her attitude towards Greece, 
and to renew her quarrel with Russia. Russia was permitted, and 
even compelled, to engage single-handed in war with the T^ks. 

Thus all the fruits of years of diplomacy on Canning’s part were 
carelessly dissipated in a few months by his successors. 

The Porte, meanwhile, denounced the Convention of Ackermann, 
and declared a Holy War against the infidel (Dec. 20th, 1827). 
Russia, though with ample professions to the Powers of complete 
disinterestedness, accepted the challenge, and in May, 1828, 150,000 
Russian troops under Wittgenstein crossed the Pruth. The Turks, 
to the amazement of Europe, made not only a stubborn but an 
effective resistance, but in July, 1829, Diebitsch, by a masterly march, 
crossed the Balkans and appeared before Adnanople (Aug. 19th). 
Constantinople was at his meicy. Kars and Eizeroum had already 
fallen, and the Sultan had no alternative but to accept the terms 
embodied in the Treaty of Adnanople 

In the long history of the Eastern question, the Treaty of Treaty 
Adrianople is inferior only in importance to those of Kamardji and^pj“““ 
Berlin Russia restored her conquests, except the “ Great Islands ”Sept. 
of the Danube ; but her title to Georgia and the other provinces of 
the Caucasus was acknowledged , all neutral vessels were to have 
free navigation in the Black Sea and on the Danube ; piactical 
autonomy was granted to the pnncipalities of Moldavia and Wallachia 
under Russian protection, Russian traders m Turkey were to be 
under the exclusive juiisdiction of their own consuls, while, in regard 
to Greece, the Por te accepted the Treaty of London—thus virtually 
acknowledging its independence. 

The final settlement of the Greek question was referred to a 
conference which was to meet in London. It provided plenty of 
occupation to the diplomatists for some time to come, and not until 
1831 was Lord Palmerston at last able to bring matters to a tolerably 
satisfactory issue Greece was to be independent undei the guar¬ 
antee of Great Britain, France, and Russia. The frontier was, after 
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mucli wangling, fixed with some niggardliness at a line extending 
from the Gulf of Volo on the east, to Arta on the west. The form of 
Government was to be a constitutional monarchy, and the Crown 
having been declined, first by Prince John of Saxony, and then, after 
a momentary acceptance, by Prince Leopold of Saxe-Coburg, was 
ultimately accepted by Otto, second son of ICing Louis of Bavaria. 
Count Capodistrias, who had been virtually ruler of Gieece, was 
assassinated m 1881, and the way was clear, therefore, for the new 
King who began his ill'Starred reign in 1838. 

The Treaties of Adrianople and London close a chapter in the 
history of English foreign policy, and more particularly in that 
section of it which is concerned with the unravelling of “ that shifting, 
intractable, and interwoven tangle of conflicting interests, rival 
peoples, and antagonistic faiths that is veiled under the easy name 
of &e Eastern question ” ^ The Duke of Wellington supposed that 
he had seen the beginning of the end of it The Treaty of Adrainople 
he declared to be “ the death-blow to the independence of the Ottoman 
Porte, and the forerunner of the dissolution and extinction of its 
power ” After the lapse of eighty years, few would be found to 
re-echo his confident prediction. The Duke, like the Czar Nicholas, 
unquestionably underrated the marvellous recuperative power of the 
sick man, and the adroitness with which he learnt to turn to account 
the jealousies of the Powers. Those jealousies still retard the solution 
of a problem to which the Hellenic rising added one more factor, and 
still mock the efforts of those who would fain give substance to the 
dreams, though they repudiate the methods of the Holy Alliance.^ 

‘ Tile phrase is lord Motley’s 

* These nords were, of course, wntten before the events of 1012-13. 
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CHAPTER rV 

XHB last years of TORY RtJLE SOCIAL AND FISCAL REFORMS 
CATHOLIC EMANCIPATION 
(1822-1880) 

A n attempt was made in the last chapter to explain the part 
played by England in European politics during the years 
which followed the Napoleonic wars. A secondary purpose was to 
expose the fallacy which associates the substitution of Canning for 
Castlereagh with a new era in English foreign policy. Despite their 
contrasted temperaments, the two statesmen pursued a common end. 

But if Canning did not introduce a new system into diplomacy, he 
did enforce, together with colleagues Peel, Huskisson, and Robmson, 
a new spuit in domestic legislation. The various manifestations of 
that new spirit it is the piu-pose of the following pages to disclose. 

It IS usual to date the era of reform from the accession of theHecon- 
Whig party to power m 1830. Then, as often, it happened that 
powerful stimulus was given to legislation by the electoral success ofLive^ol 
a pai'ty long excluded from office. But the causes of reform and Cabinet, 
reaction go far deeper than mere party oscillations, and cannot 
satisfactorily explained by party triumphs. In this case the period 
of stagnation closed not in 1830, but in 1822 ; the era of reform was 
coincident not with the formation of Lord Grey’s administration, but 
with the reconstruction of that of Lord Liverpool. 

The change of ministerial personnel m 1822-1823 was, as we have 
seen, comprehensive and significant. Canning, it will he remembered, 
succeeded Londonderry not only at the Foreign Office, but m the 
leadership of the House of Commons, Peel, with a reputation im¬ 
mensely enhanced by his skilful conduct of currency reforms, replaced 
Lord Sidmouth (Addington) at the Home Office; the support of 
the Grenville Whigs was conciliated by the appointment of C. W. 

Wynn as President of the Board of Control, and the hopes of tlie 
Catholics were naturally raised by Lord Wellesley’s acceptance of the 
Lord Lieutenancy of Ireland, and still moie by Plunket’s appoint¬ 
ment as his Attorney-General. Even more clearly indicative of 
impending change of policy were the appointments to the Exchequer 
and the Board of Trade. Vansittart, most incompetent of financiers, 
was raised to the peerage as Lord Bexley, and receded into the 
Chancellorship of the Duchy of Lancaster; F. J Robmson replaced 
him at the Exchequer and was in turn succeeded at the Board of 
Trade by William Huskisson. 

Exceptionally strong in general administrative ability few 
Cabinets, since the inception of parliamentary government, have 
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contained three more eminent financiers than Peel, Huskisson, and 
Robinson, while Canning himself, as his speeches and essays abund¬ 
antly prove, had a firm grip upon economic principles ^ The 
influence of these men is clearly discernible in the legislation pro- 
moted by the reconstructed Ministry, 

Reasons Quite apart, however, from changes in ministerial personnel, 
tor re- reforms of a drastic nature could not have been much longer delayed 
a^ty During the last thirty years scarcely a,single remedial measnie 
^ had been placed upon the Statute-book. For this legislative stag¬ 
nation no one m England was to blame. Twenty-five years had 
been more than fully occupied by the struggle against revolutionary 
and Napoleonic France. Pitt, an ardent administrative reformer, 
had wisdy, though reluctantly, put aside a congenial task for some¬ 
thing even more immediately important. It is unwise, as Wmdham 
said, to repair one’s house in the hurricane season. So Pitt felt, and ^ 
his reforming work, upon which he had made an excellent beginning 
during his &st nine years of office, was postponed to a more con¬ 
venient season Upon Iwenty-ftve years of war there had supervened 
five years of economic distress and social agitation. The hurricane 
was still blowing, though from a different quarter. Once more 
reform was postponed. But since 1820 there had been a marked 
improvement in the situation. The worst of the commercial and 
financial crisis was obviously over; trade revived; social order was 
restored, and men’s minds turned hopefully towards the prospect of 
legislative amelioration. 

Questions Several questions of. first-rate importance insistently demanded 
to the fore ^ solution The parliamentary success of Lord John Russell ( 1820 - 
1821 ],® reinforced by the Yorkshire petition of 1828 , proved that the 
question of electoral reform could not be much longer postponed 
The mclusion of Canning and Plunket in the Ministry compelled 
Lord Liverpool to continue to treat Catholic emancipation as an 
“open question’’. The inclusion of Huskisson was a pledge of 
fiscal reform. Mackintosh was exposing the ghastly barbarities of 
the ctiminal code; Wilberforce and Fowell Buxton those of slavery. 
In the world of industry the Combination Laws pressed with peculiar 
SCTcnty upon the wage-earners, and some readjustment of the rela- 

imperatively required. 

Criimnal question with which the new Ministers elected to deal 

was me scandalous condition of the criminal law. Peel’s tenure of 
saJpolice^ Rome Office was memorable for its amendment. Derided by 
Disraeh as a burglar of other men’s ideas,’’ Peel certainly possessed 
in exceptional measure, the faculty of bringing to legislative fruition 


Su Jotn ® ooatalmng reviews of pampMeta by 
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the seeds sown by others. In the reform of the criminal law, RomiUy 
planted, Mackmtosh watered. Peel reaped the legislative harvest. 
The condition of things before these men began their crusade was 
nothing short of appalling. For no fewer than 200 offences the death 
penalty could still be legally inflicted, procedure was antiquated 
and defective ; the innocent were sometimes convicted ; the guilty 
constantly escaped. The severity of the law of course defeated its 
own object. It blunted the moral conscience of the nation; it 
obliterated the distinction between offences trivial and grave ; it 
encouraged serious and persistent crime; it failed to deter the casual 
offender. Crimmal procedure was reduced to a farce. Juries natur¬ 
ally refused to convict for petty offences, when conviction might cost 
the offender his life. Poachers and shoplifters were sentenced to 
death by the score, but rarely suffered the death penalty. Qf 66S 
persons indicted for shoplifting between 1806 and 1807, 113 were 
sentenced to death, but not in one ease was the penalty enforced. 
On the other hand, between 1811 and 1818 over 100 persons went to 
the gallows for the crime of forgery. But even before the efforts of 
legislative reformers, humane practice had outrun barbarous precept 
Duiing the last three-quarters of a century only 25 crimes out of a 
possible 200 bad actually evoked the extreme penalty. But it was 
high time that the law should be brought into accord with practice. 
As a result of many years’ labour Bomilly carried two trifling amend¬ 
ments, and on his death (1818) Sir James Maclcmtosh kept the question 
well to the fore. In 1822 the House of Commons pledged itself, “ at 
an early period of the next session to take into its serious considera¬ 
tion the means of increasing the efficiency of the criminal code by 
abating its rigour 

This pledge was handsomely redeemed by Peel During his first 
tenure of the Home Office (1822-1827) no fewer than 278 Acts were 
repealed, and such of their provisions as were still valuable were re¬ 
enacted in eight new statutes. One hundred felonies were by a 
stroke of the pen removed from the category of capital offences, and 
before' he finally left the Home Office in 1830 he had the satisfaction 
of knowing that the death penalty could no longer be pronounced, 
much less enforced, except upon offenders convicted of serious crime. 
This ,was Peel’s most substantial achievement as Home Secretary, 
but it was not the only one. He abolished Benefit of Clergy in 
criminal offences ; he removed various scandals and anomalies in the 
Marriage Laws; he improved the condition of the gaols ; he re¬ 
formed criminal procedure; he consolidated and amended no less 
than 66 Acts relating to the constitution and functions of juries, 
and, finally, he associated both his names imperishably with the 
establishment of a new police force in the metropolis (1829). It will 
not be forgotten that during his second tenure of the Home Office 
(1828-1880) Peel was also Leader of the House of Commons, and in 
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that capacity was responsible for the Catholic Emancipation Act. 
But apart from that his legislative record is sufficiently remarkable. 
Finiuidtd Peel’s industry and enthusiasm -were contagious While he was 
andfiscal busy at the Home Office, Robinson and Huskisson, steadily backed in 
the House by Canning, were effecting changes of the first magnitude 
in the commercial system of the country, Robinson, best known by 
the sobriquet of “ Prosperity,” was a sound economist and a capable 
administrator. His colleague deserves to rank among the greatest 
financiers this country has produced. 

Huskisson Born ni 1770 Wilham Huskisson was returned to the House of 
Commons in 1796, and served lus apprenticeship at the Treasury 
under Pitt. On the latter’s death he attached himself to Canning, 
with whom he resigned in 1809. Restored to office as Minister of 
Woods and Forests in 1814, he quickly established his reputation as 
one of the first financial authorities in the House. His pamphlets 
and speeches gave him an mcontestable claim to a place on the 
Bullion Committee of 1819, and ako upon the Committee which was 
appointed in 1821 to consider the question of agi’icultural distress. 
On die reconstruction of the Ministry he might naturally have 
aspued, as Liverpool frankly explamed to the King, to the highest 
financial post.i But Canning induced him to accept the combined 
offices of Treasurer of the Navy and President of the Board of Trade, 
with the promise, speedily fulfilled, of admission to the Cabinet 
His influence upon his colleagues, and particularly upon Robinson, 
was soon apparent. Order and simplicity were introduced into the 
national accounts; the Sinking Fund, dear to the heart of Vansittart, 
was shorn of its ob 3 ectionable features, and only the realized surplus 
was applied to it. A large amount of taxation was remitted , “ the 
expenses of revenue collection were sensibly reduced; the national 
debt was diminished at the rate of some six millions a year, and 
finally, advantage was taken of the unproved credit of the country 
to effect a conversion of the 4 per cent annuities.^ 

TtoNavi- For these excellent results the credit belongs primarily to 

more important were the commercial and 
fiscal reforms initiated by Huskisson bunself. For the most adroit 
financier can effect little when the creabon of national wealth is 
retarded by a vicious commercial system. To remove burdensome 
resbictions upon trade; to stimulate production; to encourage 
exc ange, to develop by every means in his power the economic 
resources of the country—these were the objects which Huskisson 
set himself to achieve. 


'■ Yongt, 111 212 

sir m March i3th, 1826—Hansard, 
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The Navigation or Trade Laws still lay at the roots of the old 
commercial system, though large inroads had abeady been made 
upon their integiity. Passed in 1651, 1660, and 167'2 they continued 
for nearly 200 years to form the foundation of British Commercial 
Policy. Stripped of technical details, these Acts provided that no 
merchandise should be imported into England, Ireland, or any 
British plantation, from Asia, Africa, or America, in any but English- 
built and English-owned ships, navigated by an English commander 
and manned by a crew of which at least three-fourths were English¬ 
men. From European countries goods might be imported in English 
ships, thus defined, or, under discriminating duties, in ships belonging 
to the country in which the goods were produced. Aimed primarily 
at the mercantile supremacy of the Dutch, it cannot be denied that 
these Acts attained their ob]ect, and contributed largely to the 
commercial and naval ascendancy of Great Britain They won, 
moreover, unstinted praise from Adam Smith,i who was magnanimous 
enough to piefer political to commercial considerations On Ireland, 
no doubt, the Trade Laws pressed hardly until the Union, but to 
the “ plantations ” they were not, m earlier years at least, a dis¬ 
advantage. Every effort it is true was made to secure for the mother 
country the primary advantages of colonial trade. But it is not 
clear that the Colonies suffered by the process.® This much at any 
rate may be said in defence of the system assailed by Huskisson: 
it was avowedly inspired by “ consideration of power,” not by “ con¬ 
sideration of plenty ” ; it regarded security rather than wealth; it 
preferred “ defence to opulence ” ; it was in harmony with the pre¬ 
vailing ideas economic and political, and il seemed its end. Under 
it, England and her dependencies mcreased mightily m power and 
did not apparently lack “ plenty ”. Moreover, as time went on and 
occasion demanded, much of its apparent harshness towards the 
Colonists was mitigated in practice by a prudent carelessness on the 
part of authority. To this slackness George Grenville was the dis- 
asbous exception. His conscientious discharge of duty lost us our 
first colonial empire. 

The successful revolt of the thirteen colonies dealt a mortal blow 
at the old system Excluded from its benefits and exposed to its 
disadvantages, the Americans retaliated in kind Retaliation led to 
negotiation, and by the Tieaty of 1814 ® “ the ships of the two 
countries were placed reciprocally upon the same footing in the ports 
of England and the United States, and all discriminating duties 

* “ Some of the piovisions of this famous Act may have proceeded from 
nalional animosity They are as wibc, however, as if they had been dictated by 
the most deliberate wisdom "— Wealth of Nahoni, bk iv c. ii. 

® To this conclusion the beat American opinion is steadily tending see e g 
A. B, Hart and Prol Channing, both quoted by Vrof Ashley (Surveys Histone and 
Ecanomie), who shores the opinion .See also on this subject Hertz., Old Colonia’ 
System ■* Tieaty of Ghent 
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chargeable upon the goods which they conveyed were mutually 
repealed But apart from our own 6)lomes the face of America 
was changing rapidly. Brazil became independent of Portugal, and 
the Spanish Colonies were throwing off the feeble but galling yoke of 
the mother country. In a great speech J delivered on March 31st, 
1825, Huskisson agreed that these changes placed our own Colonies 
at a relative commercial disadvantage, and that the old commercial 
system must be abandoned if the political connection was to he 
maintained.® By legislation passed in 1822 a large, but in their 
view insufficient, measure of freedom had been granted to the 
Colomes.* The Reciprocity Act of 1825 extended the same principle 
to foreign countries. Power was given to the King in Council to 
conclude reciprocity treaties and to discriminate still further against 
countries which declined them. Under this Act treaties were con¬ 
cluded with all tlic important countries of the world, including our 
old rival the Netherlands. But though largely deprived of then 
sting, tlie Navigation Laws still remained upon the Statute-book, 
and by an Act of 1845 were actually consolidated and re-enacted. 
But it was an expuitig pohcy. Against the prevailing spirit of 
laisser fake such restrictions could not, even theoretically, stand, 
and in 1849 they were entirely swept away. ' Thus was the policy of 
Huskisson carried to its logical conclusion. That an immense 
impulse was thereby given to the oversea trade of Great Britain is 
undeniable; but it remains an open question whether in the process 
provisions still of some value to national security were not unneces¬ 
sarily sacrificed. 

Tariff But the relaxation of the Navigation Laws was only a part of the 
general commercial policy of Huskisson. A wholehearted theoretical 
free trader, he was convinced that “ national prosperity would be 
most effectively promoted y an unrestrained competition not only 
between the capital and the industry of different ilasses m the same 
country, but also by extending that competition as much as possible 
to all other countries But he proceeded cautiously. Duties not 
exceeding £80 per cent, were substituted in some cases for absolute 
prohibition, in others for exorbitant but ineffective duties. Thus 
fircign manufactured silk and foreign gloves, articles hitherto pro¬ 
hibited but “ to be nought in every shop,” were admitted at a duty 
of 80 per cent.; on cotton goods a uniform duty of 10 per cent, was 
substituted for duties varymg from 50 per cent, to 75 per cent.; on 
linens a fixed duty of 26 per cent, for duties varying from 40 per cent, 
to 180 per cent., on woollens 15 per cent, for 50 per cent, to 67^ 

cent., and so on. Iron, copper, zinc, tm, lead, earthenware, 
glass, paper, bottles, printed books, and many other articles were 

‘ qf. HuakisfKMi’s great spereh. March 25th, 1826.—Hansard, x 1210 seq 
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brought into Huskisson’s comprehensive schedule But imports 
ffere by no means to be free. Huskisson was a tariff reformer, not 
j tariff abohtionist A tariff was devised primarily with a view to 
revenue; incidentally to afford some measure of protection to the 
home producer, and some preference to the Colonies, and, not least, 
to kill the smuggling ti’ade. “Let the State,” said Huskisson, 

“ have the tax which is now the reward of the smuggler, and let the 
consumer have the better and cheaper article without the painful 
consciousness that he is consulting his own convenience at the expense 
of daily violating the laws of his country.” But while the State and 
the consumer were his first consideration, the interests of the manu¬ 
facturer were not forgotten. If under the new tariff he had to face 
foreign competition, the simultaneous reduction of duties on raw 
material gave him a better chance of facing it successfully. Othei 
changes were, about the same time, effected. Bounties on exports 
were gradually abolished ; laws forbidding the emigration of artisans 
and providing for the regulation of wages in the Spitalflelds silk 
industry were repealed, and, most impoitant of all, a serious effort 
was made to relieve the increasing tension between Labour and 
Capital by the repeal of the Combination Laws 

The English law had always regarded trade combinations of all Capital 
kinds with extreme disfavour as “ conspiracies in restraint of trade ” 

From the time of Edwaid I. to that of George IV. legislation directed 
against such associations had been practically continuous and con¬ 
spicuously inoperative. In 1828 the Statute-book contained from 
thirty to forty enactments designed to prevent associations either of 
employers or employed It was not, however, until the last years of 
the eighteenth century, when the economic results of the industrial 
revolution began to be felt, that Trade Unions, as now understood, 
became obtrusive. In 1800 a strenuous attempt was made by the 
legislature to crush them once for all. Under the Act of that year any 
artisan who combined with others to advance his wages, to decrease 
the quantity of his output, or to interfere with the management of the 
business, rendered himself liable to imprisonment In a word, “ the 
strike was a crime, the trade union was an unlawful association 
During the next twenty years, more particularly during the period 
of trade depression after 1815, the relations of Labour and Capital 
became steadily worse : the repeal of the “ Spitalflelds Act ” and of 
the Act prohibiting emigration brought the whole question to the 
notice of Parliament, and a Select Committee, appointed in 1824, 
reported that the Combination Laws had not only “ not been efficient 
to prevent combinations either of masters or workmen, but, on the 
contrary, had had a tendency to produce mutual irritation and 
distrust, to give a violent character to the combinations, and to 
render them highly dangerous to the peace of the community ”. 

' Dicey, Law and Pullie Opinion, p OS. 
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Comtlna- In accordance with the recommendation of the Committee a law 1 
tion Acts was passed repealing all the existing Acts against trade combination, 
'’^a*iS 25 leaving masters and workmen ahke absolutely free to combine. 
Hume and Francis Placed—a radical tailor—were responsible for 
this measure, Huskisson regarded it as too sweeping. His fears wore 
speedily realized; the immediate results were disastrous Several 
strikes occurred, accompanied by considerable violence and disorder, 
and in 1825 it was found necessary to pass a further Act which 
declared that combinations had been found “ injurious to trade and 
commerce, dangerous to the tranquility of the country, and especially 
prejudicial to the interests of all who were concerned in them 
The common law of conspuacy was, consequently, reaffirmed ; a 
very limited right of combination was conceded ; but penalties were 
prescribed for violence, threats, intimidation, molestation, or obstruc¬ 
tion by any person for the purpose of forcing a master to alter his 
mode of business, or a woilcman to refuse or leave work, or of forcing 
any person to belong to or conform to the rules of any club or associa¬ 
tion.® The general effect of this Act was to render Trade Unions 
non-legal but not necessarily criminal associations. As such they 
were excluded from the beneftts of tlie Friendly Societies Act, and 
theu funds were left at the mercy of dishonest officials. In this 
unsatisfactory position they remained for more than forty years. 

Geoetttl Labour troubles though serious in themselves did not seriously 
retard the general economic recovery. 

oountrv wisdom of the measures promoted by Robinson and Huskisson 

was speedily vindicated by results. Gloomy prognostications were 
unfulfilled, and on the meeting of Parhament in 1825 Ministers were 
greeted with a chorus of congratulations. “ Our present prosperity,” 
said the mover of the Address m the House of Lords, “ was a pros¬ 
perity extending to all orders, all professions, and all districts ” 
The debate m the Lower House was an echo of that in the Upper, 
and both were endorsed by the judgment of a lughly competent 
contemporary observer. “ Nearly all property had risen greatly 
in pecuniary value, and every branch of internal industry was thriving. 
Agricultural distress had disappeared ; the persons employed at the 
cotton and woollen manufactures were m full employment; the 
various departments of the iron trade were flourishing; on all sides 
new buildings n ere in progress of erection, and money was so abundant 
that men of enterprise, though without capital, found no difficulty in 
commanding funds for any plausible undertaking” A detailed 
statistical investigation substantiates these glowing generalizations, 
but only a few examples can here be quoted. The official value of 
the expo^ which in 1820 was £48,961,637 rose by 1830 to £69,691,303. 
Imports m the former year were £32,488,660, in the latter £46,245,241. 


‘ 5 Gfonje rV. c. 05 
' WnjiUt ap. Dicey, p, joj, 
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The imports of foreign wool which amounted m 1820 to less than 
10 000,000 lbs. m 1830 exceeded 32,000,000. The number of spinners 
employed in the manufacture of cotton rose in ten years from 
jg 267 (1821) to 135,742. Similar illustrations of expanding prosperity 
Blight be almost indefinitely multiplied. 

The pace was at first too rapid. When trade is booming manu- crisiB of 
faeturers have no time to think; they act, and apparently to the 1825-1828 
end of time will act, as though the sun of prosperity would shine "for 
ever, as though cyclical disturbances were unknown phenomena. 

To the improvidence of honest trade was added the folly and 
luiavery of wild financial spccuLiLion. To the excitement thus en¬ 
gendered theie had been no parallel since the bursting of the South 
Sea Bubble. No scheme was too fantastic to secure the support of 
the unwary. Over £174,000,000 of capital was subscribed for new 
companies during the year 1824 and the beginning of 1825, ^ 435 
petitions for private bills weie piesented in the session of 1825, and 
no fewer than 28G became law ; ® money was exceptionally cheap, 
and banks and discounteis were ridiculously complaisant. The in¬ 
evitable results ensued. As the year 1825 went on, the all too familiar 
symptoms of the coming storm began lo manifest themselves. 

Demand slackened, stocks accumulated, prices came down with 
a run; banks took alarm ; confidence was shaken; credit contracted, 
and by the end of the year England was in the throes of a terrible 
financial crisis 

On December 6tli the gieat banking house of Sir Peter Pole & Co. 
suspended payment. As they kept the accounts of forty-four 
country banks the shock thus given to credit was tremendous. In 
the next few weeks seventy-eight hanks, mcludmg five great London 
houses, closed their doors. 

The Mint and the Bank of England did all they could to mitigate 
the severity of the crisis. Sovereigns were coined and issued at the 
rate of 150,000 a day, but the Bank itself was saved mainly by the 
accidental discovery of 700,000 £l notes. After this the violence of 
the storm abated, but the Government felt compelled to propose 
legislation to prevent, if possible, its recun ence. The circulation of 
notes under £5 was prohibited—^in England ®—after February 6th, 

1829, and an important measure was passed to give greater security 
to country Banks. Hitherto, under the charter of the Bank of 
England, no private bank might have more than six partners. All 
restrictions of this nature were now removed in the case of all banks, 
except tho.se within sixty-five miles of London. Despite urgent 
pressure the Government refused, in the true spiiit of Benthamite 
kisser faire, lo issue Exchequer Bills, but they persuaded the Bank 

^ Annual Hegiater, 1S2G, p 2 */6iri. p, 121 

"Scotland successfully rcfiislud the prohibition of sniiill notes . a result due 
largely to the letters oj Maladu Malagrowther, in which Sir Walter Scott showed 
himself no iiilwoiLliy suetesaor to Swift 
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to advance £8,000,000 to merchants upon the secunty of their mer- 
ohandise. These means did much to restore confidence to capitalists, 
but little to alleviate the sufferings of the wage-earners. 

These sufferings during the winter 1825-1826 were acute. On the 
whole they were borne, on the testimony of the King’s Speech, 

“ with exemplary patience ”. But, nevertheless, riots were reported 
from many manufacturing centres: from Norwich, Bradford, 
Trowbridge, Dudley, Carlisle, and all parts of Lancashire. In a single 
week over 1,000 power-looms were smashed in Blackburn and the 
neighbourhood, and throughout Lancashire the destruction of fixed 
capital was great, 

ParUal Prolonged drought m the summer of 1826 added to the general 
retotlon and m fear of deficient harvests, the Government 

hurriedly adopted two remedial measures. By the first, wheat 
stored in bonded warehouses was allowed to come into market on 
payment of a duty of 10s. per quarter. By the second, the Govern¬ 
ment was authorized temporarily to open the ports to a hmited 
amount (500,000 quarters) of foreign oats and other grain. 

Having passed these Bills Parliament was dissolved on June 2nd. 
The General Election created little excitement, but the two questions 
most m agitation were the Corn Laws and the Catholic claims. A 
brief autumn session was opened on November 14th in order to give 
Ministers an indemnity for further, though temporary, infringement 
of the Com Laws. 

Before Parliament reassembled the Duke of York, “ most kind 
and best natured of Princes," ^ passed away (Jan, 5th, 1827). The 
King was anxious to succeed his brother as Commander-in-Chief, 
hut Lord Liverpool insisted that the Duke of Wellington should have 
the post. It was his last exercise of authority as Prime Minister. 
Before the session was a week old he was struck down by apoplexy 
(Feb, 17th), and though death was not immediate he never recovered 
sufficiently to take any further part in politics.'* It was said of him 
with truth by the American Minister that if he was not the ablest 
man m his Cabinet “ he was essentially its head His mortal 
illness not only dissolved the Cabinet but broke up the party, which 
for years past had been kept together only by his authority and tact, 
s Upon whom would his mantle fall ? “I think somehow,” wrote 
Creevey,” it must be Canrang after all, and that then he'll die of it.” 
In both respects Creevey’s forecast was accurate. But Canning’s 
succession was by no means a foregone conclusion, it was settled 
only after weeks of negotiation and intrigue, and it smashed into 
fragmente the party to which he belonged That Caniung was in¬ 
comparably the ablest man m the Cabinet and in the party goes 
wit out saying. But he Lad no strong political connection; his 
‘ Cioeker, i 380 

' Lord Uverpool died December 4th, 1828. 
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Catholic sympathies -were not popular in the country; his liberal 
^ews were repugnant to the Upper House and his brilliant -wit did 
not conciliate the Lower. “ He rarely,” it was said, “ delivers an 
important speech without making an enemy for life.” Because he 
talked so well men thought him a knave, as they thought Castlereagh 
a fool because he talked so badly. Eight Dukes signed a remonstrance 
to the King against his appointment as Prime Minister, and when it 
is lemembered that Tory Peers returned over 100 members to the 
House of Commons,1 the strength of the forces opposed to Canning 
will be appreciated. The day-to-day details of the struggle which 
ensued may be followed by the curious m the Correspondence and 
Piaries of J. W. Croker who was behind the scenes. They are more 
interesting than edifying. 

Conscious of his own claims Canning informed the King ‘‘ in plain 
terms that the substantive power of a Prime Minister he must have, 
and what’s more, must be known to have ”. But conscious also of 
his isolation m his own party, he advised the King to form an Anti- 
Catholic Ministry without him ® The King, with a just appreciation 
of Canning’s value at the Foreign Office, suggested that Canning and 
Peel should serve under the Duke of Wellington. Canning declined, 
and on April 10th received PIis Majesty’s commands to form a 
Government, and kissed hands as First Lord of the Treasury and 
Chancellor of the Exchequer. Of the members of the late Cabinet, 

Peel, Eldon, the Duke, Lord Bathurst, Lord Melville, and Lord 
Westmorland refused to serve in the new. Canning was consequently 
compelled to look to the Wings for general support, though Lord 
Lansdowne and Tierney were the only prominent members of that 
party who entered the Cabinet.® llobinson, raised to the Peerage as 
Lord Goderich, became Colonial Seerctary with the Leadciship of 
the House of Lords; Loid Dudley went to the Foreign Office; 

Stuiges Bourne kept the Home Office W'arm for Lord Lansdowne 
until July; Lord llarrowby retained Uic Presidency of the Council, 
and Huskisson that of the Board of Trade. Of the new appointments 
the most interesting were those of Copley, who as Lord Lyndhuist 
accomplished the amazing feat of ousting Lord Eldon from the 
Woolsack, and Palmerston who, retaining the Secretaiyship-at-War,^ 
for the first time entered the Cabinet. He seldom quitted it during 
the next thirty-five years 

Canning survived the attainment of lus honourable ambition only Death of 
long enough to taste the bitterness of power. A chill caught at the Canning, 
Duke of York’s funeral fastened upon a constitution already under- ’ 

mined. His opponents gave him no peace. Peel stood aside m 

' For detailed hat cf Croker, i 871 

’Grcville, Memoir's, ii 105 

'The F.ail of Curlislt who joined llie Ministry aa Commissioner of Woods and 
Forests WOB admitted to the Cabinet ua I’nvy Heal in July 

‘Continuously held since 1801) 
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dignified aloofness, but tte Tory underUngs literally hunted him to 
death in the House of Commons, and m the Lords he was attacked 
with cruel acerbity by the leading Peers 1 He managed with 
Huskisson’s help to carry through the Commons an ingenious measure 
proTiding for a slidmg scale on imported corn, but it was so emascu¬ 
lated hy the Lords at the instance of Wellington that it was with¬ 
drawn. The broken session ended on July 2nd; on August 4th 
Canning was seized with mortal illness, and on the 8th he died at 
Chiswick. 

Canning’s reputation rests primarily upon his foreign policy. 
Proclaimed to the world m language not devoid of bombast, it was 
none the less conceived on sound lines and executed with unusual 
vigour. In a sense larger than he knew he “ called a new world into 
existence to redress the balance of the old ”, His contemporanes in 
Europe clung to the out-worn formulas and absolutist principles 
which had dominated diplomacy in the eighteenth century and had 
inspired the settlement of 1815 It is to the eternal credit of Canning 
to have perceived that the edifice built upon these foundations 
could not stand. More than this. He understood, as few did, that 
the ideas and forces winch had emerged from the revolutionary 
chaos, ideas which continental statesmen were anxious only to repress, 
were fundamentally conservative m essence, Among these the most 
potent was that of nationahty, and upon this Canning’s policy was 
founded. Hence his memory as a diplomatist links itself with those 
of the great constructive statesmen, the Cavours and Bismarclis, 
whose work is characteristic of the nineteenth century. As a domestic 
reformer he must be classed with the enlightened statesmen of the 
pre-revolutionary epoch—the Pitts, D’Axandas, and Turgots. To 
reform m the narrower electoral sense he was opposed; of adminis¬ 
trative reform he was a keen advocate. The causes of rehgious 
equality, of slave emancipabon, of free trade, of free labour lost in 
Canning one of their best and most efi’ective friends. ''' 

Welling- Goderich earned on Canning’s administration during the recess. 

There was some shuffling of places, and some new men were mtro- 
1828-1880 but as the Ministry was practically still-born the details are 

unimportant. Goderich, after a ihntless effort to allay ministerial 
squabbles and jealousies, resigned on January 8th, 1828, never having 
met Parliament as Premier The Duke of Wellington succeeded to 
the Premiership, and for a few montlis presided over a Cabinet winch 
differed little in composition from that of his precedessors. The 
mMt important changes were the return of Peel to the Home Office 
with the lead of the Commons, and tlie appointment of Goulbuin 
to the Exchequer. But the Canningites were not comfortable, and 


j* Tcnes—idiots that they were and never discovering that he 
besotted and ignorant hLtihty ’ ’ 
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,11 the summer a considerable reconstruction was effected. To the 
undisguised relief of the Duke, Huskisson tendered his resignation 
„s Colonial Secretary Huskisson indeed was willing to be over¬ 
persuaded, but the Duke promptly closed negotiation, “ It is no 
^stake ; it can be no mistake , it shall be no mistake.” Dudley, 
Palmerston, Grant, and Lamb followed Iluskisson’s example. 

The weakness of the new Government m foreign policy has been 
already exposed ^ Their domestic policy now claims consideration, 
but it cannot be understood without a clear appreciation of the 
position of their chief The great Duke did not regard politics with 
tlie eye of the ordinary politician Principles might be eternal, but 
positions were to be maintained only so long as they were tenable. 

Office meant to him not the achievement of ambition nor even a 
giasp upon opportunity, but the fulfilment of grim duty. Without 
this knowledge liis conduct in high office might appear eccentric not 
to say unprincipled In reality no politician was ever more simply 
and transparently conscientious It was his duty to serve his TCm g 
vliether m the camp or m the senate, and no fear of criticism, no 
diead of inconsistency, could deter him from doing it. 

The two years ol Wellington’s administration were memorable for Repeat of 
tluee large measure.s ot reloim The Test and Corporation Acts, Test and 
enacted during the Anglican fervour of the Restoration, required 
every holder of office, civil or military, to receive the Sacrament i 828 
according to the rites of the Established Church. Ever since 1727, 
following an example set by the sagacity of Walpole, an Indemnity 
Bill had been enacted annually “ by Parliament, and thus Dissenters 
had been relieved of all penalties for violation of these laws. For a 
hundred yeais, therefore, the Acts hnd been inoperative, but they 
still galled the pride, though they did not hinder the ambition, of 
the Protestant Dissentens. In 1828 Lord John Russell carried 
against the Government a motion in favour of their repeal. 
Wellington and Peel bowed to the sense of the House, and despite 
titter opposition tiom Sir Robert Inghs and Lord Eldon the Sacra¬ 
mental Test was abolished. Theie was, however, substituted a 
declaration, apparently void ol offence, that office holders would do 
nothuig “to injure or subvert the Piotestant Established Church”. 

The same session witnessed the enactment of a Corn Law, identical Com 
in principle with that which in the previous year Wellington’s . 
amendment had destroyed A sliding scale was established under ® 
which a duty of 25s 8 d. was imposed when the price was at or below 
64s.| and the duty diminished to Is. when the price rose to 73s. The 
sliding scale proved, however, only moderately successful; it put 
too large a premium upon speculation. But the Government were 
now coiifioiited by a problem even more difficult than that ol the 
Corn Laws. 

' Cf pp. 52-fi'l,, SUJ»(I 
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On the resignation of the Canningites, Mr. Vesey Fitzgerald was 
C^ftolio appointed to succeed Mr. Charles Grant at the Board of Trade. 
Question, j^^^gerald was personally and politically one of the most popular 
men in Ireland, but he was, of course, a Protestant, Daniel O’Connell, 
though a Catholic, resolved to oppose his re-election for County 
Clare, and that resolntion marked a turning point m the history of 
Ireland.^ 

But its significance must not be exaggerated. It is sometimes 
Bssumed, if not asserted, that now for the first time the assault was 
delivered against the virgin fortress of Protestant ascendancy. As a 
matter of fact, the outworks had been carried a generation ago; 
only the citadel remained untaken. By successive Acts of the Irish 
legislature,“ passed between 1774 and 1792, most of the provisions of 
the “ Penal Code ” had been repealed, and most of the Catholic 
disabilities had been removed. By the Act of 1793 the Catholics 
were even admitted to the parhamentary franchise. Certain dis- 
quahfications remained. no Catholic could sit in Parliament, nor 
become a Sheriff, nor rise to the highest posts m the Army or at the 
Bar. But these pressed not so much upon the Catholic masses as 
upon the classes loyal for the most port to the English connection 

Pitt intended that a final and complete measure of emancipation 
should be a concomitant of the Act of Union. But for that avowed 
intention the opposition to the Umon would have been less easily 
overcome Pitt, however, counted without his Sovereign The 
King refused all concessions to the Catholics; Pitt resigned , and 
the healing measure was deferred until it was too late to heal. 

The Catholic question was not, however, peimitted to slumber 
either m the Imperial Parliament or in Ireland. Motions were per¬ 
petually made m the House of Lords by Lord Grenville, Lord 
Donoughmore, and Lord Wellesley. in the Commons by Grattan, 
Plunkett, and Canning. Cannmg corned the House with him m 
1812, and thenceforward, thanks mainly to the influence of Castle- 
reagh, the question was officially regarded as an “ open ” one in the 
Liverpool Cabinet. 

It was in Ireland, however, not at Westminster, that the decisive 
battle was fought and won, and the victory was due primarily to the 
genius of a single individual, Daniel O’Connell. 

O^meli ^ Connell was of all Irish leaders incomparably the greatest. He 
was magnificently endowed by nature for the part he had to play 
A herculean frame, a keen intellect, a lambent humour, consummate 
eloquence, a voice at once sonorous and capable of the finest shades 
of CTpression, an enthusiastic temper, tenacity and adroitness com- 
bmed: rfiove all a perfect appreciation of Irish character. Born in 


The mggestioii appears to have come from 
O’Connea, ed. Fitepatnek, 
’ 1774, ’78, '82, and '89 
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1775, O’Connell became in 1810 Secretary to the Catholic Committee, 
and in 1828 founded and organized the Catholic Association. Sup¬ 
pressed by the Government in 1825 as “ an unlawful combination 
and confederacy,” tlie Association was ingeniously reconstituted by 
O’Connell and made its power felt in the Waterford election of 1820, 
when it broke down the pohtical ascendancy of the Beresfords. Still 
more clearly was its power demonstrated in 1828. 

O’Connell’s triumphant return for County Clare cieated through¬ 
out Ireland intense excitement, and compelled the Wellington 
Government to face a situation which by general admission was 
fundamentally changed by that event. To refuse to Cathohcs the 
abstract rights of citizenship was one thing; to decline to allow a 
duly elected Catholic to take his seat in the House of Commons was 
another.^ Peel reahzed the dilemma in which the Government was 
placed. Lord Anglesey, their Lord Lieutenant, warned them that 
the hope of maintaining tranquillity in Ireland depended upon “ the 
forbearance and the not very determmed courage of O’Connell,” and 
ui'ged them, much as he abhorred the idea of “ truckling to the over¬ 
bearing Catholic Demagogues,” to utilize the momentary calm to 
adjust the question.^ By the end of the session of 1828 Peel had 
convinced himself that the Cathohc question must be settled once for 
all, but he decided, and with obvious piopnety, that for him to 
remain a member of the Government which must settle it was im¬ 
possible ' Moved, however, partly by his sense of the gravity of the 
crisis, partly by his loyalty to the Duke, above all by his conviction 
that he alone could carry an Emancipation Bill through Parliament 
he consented—perhaps to the detriment of his own reputation—to 
withdraw his resignation. 

Parhament met on February 5th, 1829, and learnt to their amaze- Catholic 
ment that the King recommended them not only to take “ into Er^ci- 
deliberate consideration the whole condition of Ireland,” but also^ 

“to review the laws which impose disabilities on His Majesty’s 
Roman Catholic subjects ”, To this speech the King had given “ a 
reluctant assent,” ® and stipulated that the Relief Bill should not be 
introduced until the Catholic Association had been suppressed. A 
Bill to effect this object was passed rapidly through both Houses, 
but before the Royal assent was given the Association voluntarily 
dissolved itself 

The time had now come for the fulfilment of the pledge given m 
the speech from the Throne. On March Srd the King made a final 
effort to avert surrender. The Ministers consequently resigned, and 
the King eventually and reluctantly gave way. 

On March 5th Peel rose “ as a Mmister of the King and sustamed 

^ Cf tile exceedingly acute remarks of John Keogh of Mount Jerome up. 
O’Connell Correspondence, i 160 

’ Peel, Memoirs, 1.140 ' Ibid,, 810. 
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by tbe just authority which belongs to that character to vindicate 
the advice given to hia Majesty by a united Cabinet The BiU 
passed its second reading in the Commons by a majority of 180 and 
in the Lords by 105. In the Lower House Peel made a gallant 
attempt to defend the Bill upon its merits , to the Peers Wellington 
bluntly commended it as a preferable alternative to civil war. “I 
am one of those,” he said, “ who have probably passed a longer period 
of my life engaged in war than most men, and principally, I may say, 
in civil WOT, and I must say this, that if I could avoid by any sacrifice 
whatever even one month of civil war m the country to which I am 
attached, I would sacrifice my life in order to do it.” Such language 
from the great soldier could not fail of its appeal; protests were 
signed by the. Duke of Cumberland, Sidmouth, Eldon, and thirty-six 
other peers, (but before the middle of April the BiU. became law. It 
contained various supposed secuiities against the spread of Roman 
Catholicism, but as regards civil rights it was a large and generous 
measure, Roman Catholics became eligible for almost all offices, 
civil, military, parliamentai y, and municipal, save those of Regent, 
Lord Lieutenant, Lord Chancellor of England or Ireland, and one or 
two others. 

But this politic and generous concession was immediately followed 
by a measure of wholesale, and, as it seemed, penal disfianchisement. 
Emancipation had been won by the votes of the IDs. freeholders; 
their triumph was short-hved, for by a second Act of 1829 the quah- 
fication in Irish Counties was raised to £10, and the electorate was 
thus reduced from 200,000 voters to 26,000.^ It is true that for thirty 
years the “ forties ” had been regarded as “ practically nothing more 
than a part of the live stock upon the estate of the landlord," who 
created them for his own purposes But in 1826, and until more 
conspicuously in 1828, the cattle had strayed from the fold. The 
“ weapon,” said Peel, “ which the landlord has forged with so much 
care and has heretofore wielded with so much success has broken 
short in his hand ” The disfranchising Act was the result of this 
imscamage. Brougham regarded it “ as the high price, the all but 
extravagant price,” of emancipation, but he was willing to pay it 
In Ireland it was regarded—^and small wonder—as a surreptitious 
attempt to cancel the effects of emancipation and to redress the 
balance in the interests of the “ Ascendancy ” party 

^ Less intrinsically impoitant, but not less irritating, were the 
slights inflicted upon O’Connell himself. Despite his eminence at 
the Irish Bar he was markedly passed over in the distribution of 

silk, and, even more unfortunately, he was compelled before 
taking his seat to seek re-election for County Clare He was not 
opposed, and the re-election rendered necessary by technicalities was 
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Ona IS O Connell's estimate, cited by O’Brien, Fifty Years of Concessions, i 
UOM Londonderry (op at i 868) put the number of freeholders at 101,000. 
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hardly more than formal, but it gave the agitator an opportunity 
which he did not neglect. “ In my person,” he declared, “ the 
County of Clare has been insulted. To you is due the honour of 
having converted Peel and conquered Welhngton ” Such language 
may sound mere bombast to Englishmen : in Ireland it had its effect. 

Thanhs in part to the adroitness of the agitator, in part to the tact¬ 
lessness of the English Ministries, emancipation did little to allay 
discontent m Ireland. Conceded in a reluctant spirit,^ and carried 
with irritating concomitants, a heahng measure may well fail to heal 
Granted to Ireland in 1801 emancipation might have served to con¬ 
solidate the Union, wrested from England in 1829, it was destined 
to inaugurate the agitation for repeal.^ 

Neither the King nor his Ministry long survived the Act of Death of 
Catholic Emancipation. Apart from questions of foreign policy— George 
already discussed—there was nothing in the remammg years of the 
Kmg’s reign to demand the attention of the historian On June isao’ 
26th, 1830, George IV died after a prolonged illness, and his brothei, 
the Duke of Clarence, succeeded to the throne as William IV. The 
change of Soveieigns was opportune A bad man and a bad King, 

George IV. died unregarded and unrespeoted by his subjects. His 
successor, bluff, gemal, and kmd-heartedly eccentric, was commended 
to them alike by his profession and by his personality. And times 
were such that the cause of Monarchy needed all the adventitious aid 
it could command.^ 

Before the new reign was many weeks old the July Revolution The July 
had broken out m France; the old Bombon Monarchy had been 
finally overthrown , a severe blow had been struck at the principle France 
of legitimacy and theiefore at the European settlement founded 
upon it, Louis Philippe had been installed as a “ Citizen King ” , 

Charles X. was m exile, and half Europe was in a state of turmoil 
and msurrection. 

' Peel’s personal position is disclosed franldy and fully in his Memoirs, vol i 
Emancipation involved a painful saenfiee to him and some discredit to the 
University of Oxford Peel felt bound to resign his seat and failed to secure re- 
election against Sir Robert Ingiis He immediately secured a seat at Weatbury 

“ In my account of Irish policy here and elsewhere throughout this work. I 
have oocnsioiially boriowed from an ai tide of my own in the Fortnightly Revieo) 

March, 1901 

® Greville, u 2, i, and 65 “ Iting George had not been dead three days before 

everybody discovered that he was no loss and King William a great gam.” . . 

“ There never was anything like the enthusiasm with which he was greeted by all 
ranks , though he has trotted about both town and country for sixty-four years, 
and nobody ever turned round to look at him, he cannot stir now without a mob, 
patncian as well as plebeian at his heels ’ “ The King seems to have be¬ 

haved perfectly throughout the whale business, no intriguing or underhand enm- 
munioation with anybody, with great kindness to his Ministers, anxious to support 
them while it was possible, and submitting at onee to the necessity of parting 
with them The fact is he turns out an incomparable King, and deserves all the 
encominjiis that are lavished on him All the mountebankery which signalized 
his conduct when he came to the throne has passed away with the excitement 
which caused it, and he is as digmfied as the homehness and simplicity of his 
cliaractei will allow him to he-” 
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The events passing in France exercised an immense influence 
upon England and upon Europe; but the history of that reaction 
belongs to a new reign and a new Ministry. For the long spell of 
Tory administration was at an end, and Lord Palmerston, not Lord 
Aberdeen,1 was responsible for the protection of British interests 
during the critical years which followed upon the revolution of 1830. 

The Parliament elected in 1826 was dissolved, in consequence of 
the death of George TV., on July 24th, 1880. The General Election 
took place amid signs of unusual excitement; the Government lost 
fifty seats; Brougham was returned without trouble or expense to 
himself for Yorkshire, and two of Peel’s brothers were defeated. On 
November 2nd the new Parliament was opened by the King m 
person, and Wellrngton at once made it clear that no measure of 
parUamentary reform could be expected from the existing administra¬ 
tion. The attack was immediately opened in both Houses all along 
the line, and on November 16th the Mimstry, having already suffered 
defeat on the question of the new Civil List, announced its resignation. 
The formation of the new Government was entrusted to Lord Grey. 

The resignation of Wellington and Peel in 1830 closes a great 
epoch in English history. England had been ruled by a succession 
of Tory Mimstries, virtually without break, for sixty years. Then 
rule was coincident with the most momentous period of modern 
history—a period which witnessed the loss of our first Colonial 
Empire, and the beginning of a second, the French Revolution and 
the Napoleomc wars, the Irish Umon and Catholic Emancipation, 
the industrial revolution and the bmth of a new England. The over¬ 
throw of the Wellington Admnistration was m the nature of things, 
The Tory party had ceased to stand for the old principles and was 
exhausted m personnel. In the pre-reform era the swing of the 
party pendulum was more dehberate than now, but it was neverthe¬ 
less perceptible—at half-century mtervals. Moreover, Peel and 
Wellington had made the fatal error of encouraging foes at the 
expense of friends. The old Tones were disgusted at the “ Great 
Betrayal ” of 1829 ; the new Whigs were stimulated to fresh hopes 
by the obvious weakening m the resistance to reform. The accession 
of a^ new Sovereign with Whig sympathies; the overthrow of the 
legitimist regime in France ; the manifestations of liberal tendendiea 
in Italy and Germany and Belgium—all these contributed to the 
overthrow of the old regime m England, But the vital issue which 
in 1830 divided parties was that of parliamentary reform. Wellington 
bluntly refused to touch the question. In his famous speech in the 
House of Lords he said emphatically that “ he was not only not 
prepared to bring forward any measure of this nature ; but he would 
at once declare that, as far as he was concerned, as long as he held 

1 Aberdeen had succeeded Dudley at the Foreign Office, May, 1828 
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mi| station i the Govenmeiit of the country, he should always feel 
it his duty to resist such nieasiites when proposed hy others,” ‘ 

That speech sealed the fate of the old Tory patty and definitely 
closed the half-century of Tory rule* 

i For the whole speech cj Hansaid, dtd ser, 1 52 The speech is almost an 
echo of Paley's words “ We have a House ol Commons composed of 558 members, 
in which DPbei are found the most considerable landowners and merchants of 
the IJingdom, the heads of the aimy, the navy, and the law, the occupiers ot 
mat ofices in the State, together wtli many private individuals emment by 
their knowledge, eloquence, and activity If the country be not safe in such 
hands, in whom may it confide ih iiiteiests f Does any new scheme of re^ 
presentation promise to collect togethei more wisdom or to produce firmer 
integrity ? ’’-Moral Pkkojilni, ii 220 (quoted by Lecky, Dmomcij and LiUij, 



in 1782, the" coalition ” ot 1783, and the “ Talents," MUW 
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BOOK II 

THE REIGN OF THE MIDDLE GLASSES, 

1832-1867 

CHAPTER V 

THE RULE OF THE WHIGS PARLIAMENTARY REFORM AND AFTER 

(ia30-18S3) 

' I 'he supreme issue between parties at this moment was that of 
Mtatrv parliamentary reform. It was, therefore, appropriate that 
on the resignation of Wellington and Peel the formation of the new 
Ministry should be entrusted to Earl Grey. Born in 1764, the scion 
ot an ancient Northumbnau house, and the eldest son of a distin¬ 
guished soldier, he entered the House of Commons as Membei for 
his native couhty in 1786. In 1792 he became the most influential 
spokesman of the Society of Friends oj the People, and thence onwards 
for forty years was the foremost advocate of parliamentary reform. 
In 1792, 1793, and 1797 he had brought forward motions in the 
House of Commons, only to encounter a solid phalanx of opposition 
inspired to reaction by the dread example of France But despite his 
long political career Lord Grey had little administrative experience. 
Less than two years at the Admiralty and the Foreign Office (1806- 
1807) represented the sum of his official life. Nevertheless, he was 
obviously marked out as the chief of a “ Reform ” Ministry, and the 
King’s choice merely ratified general expectation With four ex- 
eephons his colleagues in the Cabinet were all Peers, and the excep¬ 
tions were not far removed from that order Edward Geoffrey 
Stanley (eldest son of Lord Stanley, who was heir to the Earldom of 
Derby) became Chief Secretary for Ireland, Lord Althorp was 
Chancellor of the Exchequer; Mr. Charles Grant (afterwards Lord 
Glenelg) was President of the Board of Control, and Sir James 
Graham, a great terntonal magnate, was First Lord of the Admiralty. 
The Secretaryships of State were all entrusted to Canningites : Lord 
Palmerston (Foreign). Lord Goderich (War and Colonies), and Lord 
Melbourne (Home) Huskisson also would doubtless have been 
included in the new Mimslry but for his death by accident at the 
opening of the Manchester and Liverpool RaiMay (Sept 15th, 1830). 
His absence seriously weakened Grey’s Governipent in the depart¬ 
ment of Finance With the possible exception of the Foreign 
.Secretary, the most masterful personality in the Cabinet was Henrj 
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Brougham, now elevated to the Peerage and the Woolsack.^ Loid 
Grey’s own boast in regard to his Cabinet is said to have been that 
in acreage it surpassed any previous record.® Whiggism was 

certainly dying hard V-ij-' ' > ■‘‘y 

The situation which confronted Lord Grey’s Ministiy was not Social 
deviild'ordilficulty. In Ireland O’Connell had already unfurled the Disorder 
Repeal,” and the troops had been called out (Oct. 1830) to 
suppress the disturbances which marked the inauguration of the new 
agitation. In England there were ominous signs of recrudescence of 
the recent epidemic of sofiial disorder. Luddites and nck-burners 
were agam to the fore. “ Every post,” writes Greville, “ brings fresh 
accounts of conflagrations, destruction of machinery, association of 
labourers, and compulsory rise of wages. Cobbett and Garble® 
write and harangue to inflame the minds of the people, who are 
already set in motion and excited by all the events which have 
happened abroad ” The new Ministry had not been in office two 
days before they found it necessary to issue a proclamation offering 
large rewards for the discovery of “ offenders, rioters, or burners,” 
and promising all the Lord Lieutenants assistance in the suppression 
of disorder. Hampshire, Wilts, Berkshire, and Buckingham were 
particularly conspicuous for crime and disturbance,^ and in December 
no less than 1,000 rioters, 700 of whom came from Hants and Wilts, 
were brought to trial before a Special Commission at Winchester. 

In January Garble was convicted at the Old Bailey of “ addressing 
inflammatory language to the labouring classes,” and was sentenced 
to two years’ imprisonment and a fine of £200 Cobbett, arraigned 
on a similar charge, escaped punishment owing to the postponement 
of his trial for six months By that time the panic caused by 
agranan disorder had abated, and public interest was concentrated 
upoji the fate of the Reform Bill. 

f^or some large measure of parliamentaiy reform, the time was Farlia- 
cfcly nge Ht is true that there had been jn recent years some“®'y^'T 
slackening in the intensity of the demand C For whereas the year 
1821 had produced a crop of nineteen petitions m favour of reform 
and the year 1823 no less than twenty-nme, the-years between 1824 
aad 1829 had produced none at all. Commercial prosperity is a 
sure solvent of political agitation. But by 1830 prosperity was once 
more waning, and interest in purely(political questions was quickened 
by the outbreak of revolution in France, j In July the legitimist 

‘As Lord Brougham and Vaux “ Vaux et praeterea nihil,” as the wits had 
It Gieville’s comment is characteristic “ The joy is great and universal; all 
men feel that he is emasculated, and drops on the woolsack as on his pohtical 
death bed , once m the House of Lords, there is an end of him, and he may rant, 

Btorm, and thunder without hurting anybody ”— i 67 

’ Parker’s Graham, i 00 

‘ Richard Garble—a weU-known Secularist lecturer 

‘C/. tor the “last labourers’ insurrection” Mr and Mrs Hammond’s The 
ViMage Labourer, 1760-1832, a work which appeared too late for me to utilize. 

1 
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Monarchy, which had been restored by the bayonets of the allies m 
1816, finally tottered to its fall; Charles X was driven into exile, 
and Louis Philippe, Duke of Orleans, thanks mainly to the support 
of the Parisian bourgeoisie, was installed as “ the Citizen King 
The shock thus given to the pnnciple of legitimacy was felt in greater 
or less degree m most of the European States, in Poland, Italy, 
Germany, and most of all in Belgium.^ Great Britain felt it least, 
but even here it gave renewed impulse to the cry for parliamentary 
reform. 

I That cry could no longer be stifled or ignored.j Not smce the 
middle of the fifteenth century had there been any general enactment 
in regard to the electoral franchise, and the Act of Henry YI., con¬ 
fining the county franchise to 40s. freeholders, had been reactionary 
and restrictive. The Tudors had greatly increased the numbers of 
the House of Commons by bestowing representation on Wales, and 
by the creation of numerous parliamentary boroughs, many of them 
towns of considerable importance The Stuarts followed suit, but 
since the Revolution of 1688 there had been no alteration either in 
the franchise or in the distribution of seats in England and Wales.® 
But m the half-century before 1830 a new England had, as we have 
seen, come into being, i Population which had been thin and scattered 
vias not only increasing with great rapidity, but was also shifting in 
distribution. Towns which in Tudor and Stuart times had been 
important centres of trade were decaying into hamlets; villages were 
growing into cities.^ The counties north of the Trent, which down to 
the eighteenth century were mostly poor and thinly populated, were 
becoming the centres of mdustnal activity. Bradford-on-Avon was 
yielding pride of place in the woollen trade to Bradford-on-Are. 
Manchester and Liverpool, Leeds and Birmingham were quickly 
attaining to the pre-eminence which they have never since lost. 

' - But electoral changes had not kept pace with economic develop¬ 
ment.^ Of the 208 parliamentary boroughs in 1881 no less than 115 
were contained in the ten mantime counties between the Wash and 
the Severn and the County of Wilts, and of the 115 nd less than 56 
were on the tidewayBut this distribution, as Mr. Porritt points 
out, presents no paradox when the “ social and industrial conditions 
of England up to the reign of Elizabeth are borne in mind ’’ * Any 
anomalies which had arisen were of comparatively “ recent origin ”. 
But they were sufficiently glaring. Such places as Old Sarum, 
Newtown (Isle of Wight), Gatton, Bramber, Bossmey, Beeralston, 
Hedon, Brackley, and Tregony, some of them hardly distinguishable 

^Tlie Belgian movcmcDt was, of courae, “nationalist” mther than anti- 
znonarchical, but the July Revolution in Pans, nevertheless, gave a powerful 
impulse to the Belgian movement. 

V 'H* ® unimportant exceptions The Scotch Union had brought 45, the 
Itiah Union IM additional members into the House of Commons. 

* Porntt, Unreffirmed House of Commons * Op ct! p. 86, 
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hamlets, returned two members apiece, Manchester, Birmmgham, 

Leeds, Sheffield, Wolverhampton, Halifax, Bolton, and Bradford 
returned none. 

The vagaries of the electoral franchise were not less bewildering The elec- 
than those of the distribution of seats. The county members were*^orS'tt‘'““" 
elected on a uniform franchise by the 40s. freeholders; but in the 
ftoroughs the utmost variety prevailed. In some, known as “ Scot 
and Lot Boroughs,” all ratepayers were entitled to vote; m others 
only the hereditary “ freemen ”, in others only members of the 
municipal corporation ; iii others “ potwallopers ” ; ^ while in others 
the franchise was attached to the ownership or occupation of par¬ 
ticular houses known as “ ancient tenements ”. But it is noticeable 
that even in boroughs where the franchise was theoietically wide, 
it was in practice narrow and confined. Thus in Gatton, where it 
was enjoyed by all freeholders and “ Scot and Lot ” inhabitants, 
there were only seven qualified to exercise it, and in Tavistock only 
ten. In the whole of England, Wales, Ireland, and Scotland, out of 
16,000,000 people there were only 160,000 electors. It was alleged 
in 1793 by the Society of the Friends of the People, that out of 518 
members for England and Wales 70 were returned by boroughs 
which had practically no electors at all, 90 by boroughs with less 
than 60, and a further 87 by towns with less than 100 voters apiece. 

According to another calculation 254 members were said to represent 
au aggregate constituency of less than 11,500. Bad in England, 
things were even worse in Ireland and Scotland. , Out of the 800 
members m the Irish House of Commons 216 represented boroughs 
or manors, and of these 200 were elected by 100 individuals and 
nearly 50 by 10. In Scotland sixty-six boroughs cpntamed in the 
aggregate 1,450 electors, Edinburgh and Glasgow had 33 apiece; 
while the County of Bute out of a population of l4,000 possessed 21 
electers, of whom only one was resident. 

/ It was the restriction of the franchise wliich threw such enormous influence 
pwer into the hands of the Government of the great territorial and oor- 
magnates, and the Indian “ Nabobs,” and which contributed m large 
measure to the almost universal corruption prevailing in the borough 
constituencies A vote was a possession far too valuable to be 
parted with except for a high consideration, and it has been estimated ® 
thaV^ior to 1832 not more than one-third of the members of the 
Hous^f Commons represented “ the free choice even ofAhe limited 
bodies of electors then entrusted with the franchise Sydney 
Smith, writing in 1821, declared that “ the country belongs to the 
Duke of Rutland, Lord Lonsdale, the Duke of Newcastle, and about 
twenty other holders of boroughs They are our masters.” The 
statement was grossly exaggerated, but it had m it more than a 

^ All persons witli a hearth of then own 

“ By Etskine May, Constitutional History, i, 803. 
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semblance of truth. The Duke of Newcastle did in fact return 
eleven members, Lord Lonsdale nine, Lord Darlington seven, and 
the Duke of Rutland, the Marquis of Buckingham, and Lord Car- 
nngton six apiece. In 1780 the Duke of Richmond declared that 
not more than 6,000 men returned a clear majority of the House of 
Commons. A petition presented in 1798 on behalf of the Friends of 
the People by Grey declared thalj^SST members were returned by 154 
patrons, of whom 40 were Peers. ’ According to the detailed analysis 
of Oldfield, no less than 487 out of the 568 members of the House of 
Commons were, in 1816, nominees. Of the English members 218 
were returned by the nomination or influence of 87 Peers ; 137 by 00 
powerful commoners; and 16 by the Government itself. Of the 45 
.Scotch members 81 were returned by 21 Peers, the remainder by 14 
commoners In Ireland 51 were returned by 36 Peers, and 20 by 19 
commoners. Allowing a considerable margin for exaggeration in 
these various estimates, it is impossible in face of them to maintain 
that the pre-reform system was representative in anything but the 
crudest sense. 

Gross corruption ahke m the constituencies and among the elected 
or nominated representatives was the inevitable corollary of such a 
system. To the sale and purchase of seats the term cannot in 
fairness be applied A seat was as much a marketable commodity 
in the eighteenth century as an advowson in the nineteenth, and the 
legitimacy of the transaction was recognized ahke m Pitt’s Reform 
Bill of 1786 and the Act of Union of 1800.) In each case the value of 
a seat was estimated at over £7,000. Nor was this excessive, for 
sums far in excess of this amount were frequently spent on a parlia¬ 
mentary contest. Thus in 1768 the Bentmeks and the Lowthers spent 
£40,000 apiece in contesting the counties of Cumberland and West¬ 
moreland, while at York in 1807 the expenses of Lord Milton and 
of Mr. Lascelles are said to have amounted, in the aggregate, to the 
astounding sum of £ 200,000 

Repeated attempts were made to restrain these abuses, but with 
veiy imperfect success, and long before 1830 it had become obvious 
that nothing would really avail to cleanse the Augean stable short of 
a drastic redistribution of seats and a wide extension of the franchise. 

In 1780 the Society for ConsMutional Information, anticipating 
by sixty yeans the famous “ points ” of the Charter, demanded 
universal suffrage and equal electoral districts Pitt in 1785 gave 
ministerial sanction to n scheme for extinguishing some of the 
“rottenest” ot the boroughs, by compensating their owners and 
distnbuting their representatives among the counties and some of 
the largest towns. To admit the principle that a borough was 
property, saleable and purchaseable, was perhaps inexpedient, 
though it subsequently served to oil the wheels of the Irish Union, 
and the rejection of Pitt’s Bill meant the postponement of refoim for 
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nearly half a century. No one could think seriously of reform while 
France was involved in Revolution, still less while the energies of the 
nation were concentrated upon dcfeatmg Napoleon. But the flood 
pent up for twenty-five years burst aU barriers after 1815 with 
results already described. 

TliToughout the autumn and wmter of 1830-1831 there was a Reform 
continuous agitation in favour of reform. The seed sown in many 
soils during the last half-century was rapidly ripening for harvest. 

The philosophical radicalism of the Utilitarians; the work of 
Bentham, of James and John Stuart Mill, of Hume and others ; the 
democratic hberalism of Francis Place; the communism of Robert 
Owen, all these were bearing fruit in the ferment of opinion and the 
political organization which immediately preceded the Reform Bill 
of 1881. 

The first woik of the Grey Mimstry was to appoint a Committee Progress 
to draft a Bill to “ amend the representation of the people in 
and Wales ”. The Committee consisted of two members of the 
Cabinet: Lord Durham and Sir James Graham ; Lord Duncannon, 
the chief Government Whip, and Lord John Russell To these, as 
they were approaching t^e-end of their labours, the Duke of Richmond 
was added. Creevey declares that of the Bill, which is known to 
bstory as his, Lord Grey “ knew not one syllable till it was presented 
to him all ready cut and dry This myth has been finally exposed 
by the publifcation of Graham’s Memorandum on the proceedings m 
the Committee of Four.* The original diaft proposed by the Com¬ 
mittee was substantially amended by the Cabinet who (1) struck out 
the vote by ballot; (!2) retained septennial as against quinquennial 
Parliaments, and (3) substituted £10 for the proposed £20 rating 
qualification m boroughs. I 

On March 1st Lord John Russell, though not yet a member of 
the Cabinet, laid the ministerial proposals before the House of 
Commons. They proved to be more drastic than even the most 
sanguine Radicals had dared to hope. The first feature of the Bill 
was a large measurement of disfranchisement. Sixty boroughs with 
less than 2,000 inhabitants apiece, returning m the aggregate 119 
members, were to be totally disfranchised; the united boroughs of 
Weymouth and Melcombe Regis were to lose two of their four 
members; 47 other boroughs, with more than 2,000 but less than 
4,000 inhabitants, were to lose one member apiece. Thus 168 seats 
were placed at the disposal of the Government.'’ Enfranchisement 
was on an adequate but less generous scale. Seven of the largest 
represented towns like Manchester and Birmingham were to get 2 
members apiece; twenty more were to get 1, the London boroughs 
to get 8 , 57 were to go to the English counties ; 8 to Ireland, 5 to 
Scotland, and 1 to Wales. The nett reduction m the numbers of 

barker’s Graham, i 114 seg 


284 



[ 1880 . 


80 THE RULE OF THE WHIGS 

the House was to be 62. As to voting qualification there was an 
immense simplification. In the boroughs there was to he a £l0 
rating qualification, and freemen were to retain their votes. In the 
counties, copyholders and £50 tenants were added to the old 40s 
freeholders. The Bill passed the second reading by a majority of 
only one. ' Before it was committed General Gascoyne earned, by a 
majority of eight, an instruction that there should be no diminution 
in the total number of representatives of England and Wales. On 
this rebuff the Ministry decided upon an immediate appeal to the 
country; on April 22nd Parliament was dissolved in hot haste by 
the King, and amid the wildest excitement a General Election was 
held. Tl^ issue was as nearly isolated as it evei can be in English 
politics, “ The Bill, the whole Bill, and nothing but the Bill,” was 
the rallying cry of the Whigs. Their triumph was complete, and 
they came back with a majority of more than a hundred. The 
The Reform Bill, with only a few minor changes, was reintroduced by 
second l^rd John Russell on June 24th, and on July 7th it was read a 
second time by a majority of 186 (867 to 231). The Tories fought it 
for two months in Committee, but before the end of September it 
was sent up to the Lords hacked by a majority substantially un- 
diminished. The Lords, after nearly a week’s debate, threw it out 
(Oct 8tli) by a majority of 41 (199 to 158) 

Reform The action of the Lords is said to have brought the country to 
the verge of revolution. There were serious riots in several of the 
large towns, notably in Derby, Nottingham, Worcester, Coventry, 
and—most serious of all—in Bristol. It is difficult to believe that 
these were the work of the classes about to be enfranchised The 
Reform Bill, however, was looked upon only as an instalment. The 
political principle once admitted was to be the lever for far-reaching 
social and economic changes. Behind the Utilitarians were the 
Owenltes. Social revolution was to come m the wake of political 
reform. The Whigs might persuade themselves that a measure so 
generous and comprehensive would be accepted by all parties as a 
final settlement The Tones knew better ; so did the Radicals , the 
Chartists best of all Not otherwise can we explain the disturbances 
in the autumn of 1881 Commercial and agncultural distress and 
the dread of pestilence ^ doubtless added fuel to the flames, but the 
eonflagratiou was due to a mass of economic and social discontent 
which had been accumulating during the last half-century. That 
discontent found, as we shall see, cold comfort in the clauses of the 
Act of 1882. But the immediate cry was for “ the BiU 
The third Parliament was reopened on December 6th. A week later Lord 
R61 John Russell introduced his third Reform Bill, this time in a shape 
considerably altered. The disfranchisement clauses were decidedly 
less rigorous, and were based not only on the principle of population, 
^ Cboleie appeared in November. 
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but upon the number of inhabited houses, and the contribution of 
the town to the assessed taxes More important still, the numbers of 
the House were to remain unchanged. The Bill passed rapidly 
through all its stages in the House of Commons, and before the end 
of March was launched upon its perilous voyage in the Lords. 

Would the ship reach port safely? In no responsible quaiterThe 
was it believed that the Lords would yield without coercion, or the ^ 

certam prospect of its application. If they gave the Bill a second Crown 
reading it would only be with the mtention of emasculating it in 
Committee. Under these circumstances some of the Cabinet were 
in favour of obtaining from the King an immediate guarantee that 
he would assent if necessary to the creation of a sufficient number of 
Peers to carry the Bill' The King, however, demuried ; Lord Grey 
himself was reluctant, and the majority of the Cabinet decided to 
await events. In the Lords, thanks mainly to the attitude of the 
‘‘ waverers,” the Bill was read a second time (April 14th) by a majority 
of nine (184 to 175). But on May 7th Loid Lyndhurst carried by a 
large majority (151 to 116) a motion in favour of postponing the 
clauses (with Schedule A) dealing with the disfranchisement of the 
smallest boroughs, until the rest of the Bill had been approved. The 
situation foreseen by Lord Durham, Sm James Graham, and other 
"stalwarts” in the Cabinet had actually arisen, and the Cabinet 
now advised the King to create as many Peers “ as might ensure the 
success of the Bill in all its essential principles ”. The King, though 
in favour of extensive reform, was strongly opposed on principle to 
the coercion of the Peers, and regretfully accepted the proffered 
resignafaon of the Ministry. The House of Commons expressed itsRcsigna- 
confidence in the retiring filimstry by a large majority, and the non of 
country was profoundly agitated by the cnsis. The King turned to Qj^y.g 
Lord Lyndhurst, to Manners-Sutton (then Speaker of the House ofnumstry 
Commons), and to the Duke of Wellington. Neither Lyndhurst nor 
Manners-Sutton could form a Ministry, but the Duke was willing to 
try in order “ to save the Sovereign from the indignity of having so 
gross a violation of the Constitution imposed upon him But 
everything really depended upon Peel. No Mimstiy could now 
avoid a large measure of “ Reform Not even to save the King 
and the Lords was Peel prepared to pledge himself to this. Negotia¬ 
tions broke down, and on May 14th the Duke advised the King to 
recall Lord Grey. For his own part the Duke promised that “ in 
order to save His Majesty’s personal honour as to the creation of 
Peers ... he would . . . remove all pretence for such a creation by 
withdrawing his opposition ” ® Greville’s appreciation of the per¬ 
sonal conduct of the two leading actors in this episode is not very 
wide of the mark “ Peel acted right from bad motives, the Duke 

* Of Parker’s Graham^ i 184 seq 

“ Wor lustoiy of negotiations cf Croker, u 153-109 , Peal, i. 200 seq 
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lu rein- wrong from good ones.” i The Grey Ministry was reinstated, and 
gtatcnient King in writing granted pemaission to Earl Grey and to his 
Chancellor Lord Brougham to create such a number of Peers as will 
be sufficient to ensure the passing of the Reform Bill, first calling up 
Peers’ eldest sons ” The battle was won. The opponents of the 
Bill in the House of Lords withdrew, and on June 7th the Bill received 
the Royal assent The same session witnessed the passing of similar 
Bills for the reform of the representation in Scotland and Ireland. 
Summary The changes effected by this legislation in its final shape may 
ofRefonUj^g^ be summarized. First, as regards disfranchisement: .50 
boroughs with less than 2,000 inhabitants were totally disfranchised 
Of these 65 had two members each; one, Higham Ferrers, had one; 
Weymouth and Melcombe Regis lost two of their four members; 
and 80 boroughs with less than 4,000 inhabitants lost one of their 
two members Thus 148 seats were surrendered. These were re- 
distnbutcd as follows; 05 to English and Welsh counties, 44 to 
twenty-two English boroughs (two each); 21 to single meuibe^j, 
boroughs; 8 to Scotland and 5 to Ireland, The total numbers 
therefore remained unchanged at 658. In the boroughs a uniform 
£10 household franchise was established, with the reservation of the 
rights of resident freemen in corporate towns.^ In. the counties the 
old 40s. freeholders were reinforced by copyholders and long lease¬ 
holders, and by tenants-at-wnll paying a rent of £50 a year In 
Scotland the county franchise was given to all owners of property of 
£10 a year and to certain leaseholders, in Ireland to owners as in 
England and £20 occupiers. 

The final and .;^otal result was the addition of some 456,000 
electors to the roll--'-an addition which more than tripled the elec¬ 
torate. In tlie towns political power was vested mainly in the 
merchants, manufacturers, and shopkeepers ; m the counties in the 
landowners and the farmers In addition to the clauses defining the 
franchise and the distribution of seats, the Act of 1832 provided for 
the formation of a register of voters, for the division of constituencies 
into convenient polling districts, and for the restriction of the polling 
to two successive days 

That the Reform Acts of 1882 constituted a great political and 
parliamentary achievement will be denied by none Before, how¬ 
ever, an attempt is made to estimate its real and permanent signi¬ 
ficance, a few words may be said as to the part played in the struggle 
by individuals. 

Throughout the whole crisis the King’s behaviour was, by general 
consent, admirable. Not only was his conduct entirely “ correct ” 
in the constitutional sense, but “ he bestowed much time and thought 
in going over every part of the plan, examined its bearings, asked 
most sensible questions ” ^ Lord Grey himself bore similar testi- 
* n. Baa. a It existing pnor to 1831. ‘ Creevey, ii 216 
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mony: “ King’s noble conduct is indeed a just theme for praise, 
and entitles him to all our gratitude and all our zeal in his service ” 

To the general principles of the BiU he gave a cordial assent; as to 
the means by which it was forced through one branch of the legis¬ 
lature he had grave misgivings ^ How far they were justified is stiU 
a matter of controversy “ In the Commons the lion’s share of the 
work fell to Lord John Russell, ably supported by Lord Althorp, 
but m the Cabinet they were strongly backed both by Graham and 
Lord Durham. 

But neither the King’s closet, nor the Cabinet, nor the Commons Conduct 
was the scene of the real conflict over reform. The key to the position 
was in the House of Lords. It was the Lords, not the Monarchy 
nor the Commons, who were fighting for their political lives. For a 
century and a half the Peers—partly m their own chamber, still 
more through their nominees in the Lower House—had been the 
real rulers of England (In 1832 they were called upon to surrender 
a trust which they had admimstered, on the whole, with conspicuous 
fidelity and success, albeit by-methods which the public opinion of to¬ 
day regards as indefensible., That they were blind to the new forces 
—political, social, and economical—which the last half-century had 
generated may be imputed to them for stupidity, but not for un¬ 
righteousness. Nor can it be denied that their estimate of the results 
to be apprehended from relorm was nearer the maik than that of 
their opponents \Lord Grey himself represented his proposals as 
“anstocratic ”; his colleagues hoped that an “effectual check 
would be opposed to the restless spnit of innovation ” , ^ the Whigs 
generally believed that the Bill was at once “ conservative ” and 
final in its terms. Nothing would have amazed them more than to 
learn that they were opening the flood-gates to the tide of democracy. 
“Neither the Whig aristocracy who introduced the first Reform 
Bill,” says a philosophical writer, “ nor the middle class whose 
agitation forced it through, conceived it to be even implicitly a 
revolutionary measure. The power of the Crown and of the House 
of Lords were to be maintained intact; the House of Commons was 
to be more representative, but not more democratic than before. 

The change was regarded as one of detail, not of prmciple , in no 
sense a subversion of the Constitution, but merely its adaptation to 
new conditions.”^ The Duke ot Wellington judged it far more 
shrewdly : “ there is no man who considers what the Government of 

‘ ^ King Billy hates the Peer-making, but as a point ol honour to his Ministers 
he gives them urUimited power ”—Creevey, n 241 

’ Greville’s opinion of William IV. had changed for the worse Under date 
May 17th, 1832, he writes “ His ignorance, weakness, and levity, put him in a 
miserable light, and piove him to be one ol the siLhest old gentlemen in his 
dominions ' ’—u 300 

^ Report of Cabinet Committee. 

* Dickinson, The Development of Partiameru, p 39—the whole essay js emi¬ 
nently worthy of attention 
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Kmg, Lords, and Commons is, and the details of the manner in 
which it is carried on, who must not see that Government -will 
become impracticable when the three branches shall be separate, 
each independent of the other, and uncoiitroEed in its action by any 
of the CMSting influences It is true that the full force of the shock 
adraimstered m 1882 was not felt for at least two generations. Despite 
organic change, the Government of England continued to be aristo¬ 
cratic in personnel at least until 1867. Nevertheless, it is a sound 
instmet which assigns to 1,882 the real point of transition from 
Aristocracy to Democracy.j The changes of 1867 and 1884 were 
implicit m the earlier revolution. That these changes were neither 
foreseen nor intended by Lord Grey and his colleagues is true, hut it 
is nothing to tlie point. They opened the gates , the capture of the 
citadel was merely a question of time. 

The instinct, therefore, which led the Lords to resist to the last 
the proposals of reform was, from their own point of view, perfectly 
sound. With the passage of the Bill their political death-warrant 
was signed, That an “ extensive measure ” could have been much 
longer deferred few people on either side believed, and events have 
mom than justified the general belief. 

^Though reform was inevitable, the Act by which it was accom¬ 
plished was open to grave criticism. That it cruelly disappointed 
the hopes of the working classes was conclusively proved, fiistly by 
the Chartist agitation, and secondly by their refusal to support 
Cobden. and Bright in their crusade agamst the Corn Laws.^ Neither 
then nor later had the Wings any intention of satisfying democratic 
aspirations, Still less did their Bill satisfy the Philosophical Liberals. 
It was based not on principle but on expediency; it darned and 
patched , it abolished some of the more flagrant abuses, but it left 
innumerable anomalies; ’ it broke the principle of aristocracy 
Without admitting that of democracy; representation was based 
neither on numbers, nor wealth, nor education; worst of all, m view 
of the philosophers, no effort was made to secure representation for 
minorities.* None the less the Whigs had a great achievement to 
their credit, and if in 1848 the epidemic of Revolution left us scathless, 
we must thank the legislation of 1882 not less than that of 1840. 

The Gen- No time was lost in testmg the temper of the new constituencies. 
^4 El^ After an interval no longer than was needed for the arduous work of 
thc'Bew registration,' Parliament was dissolved on December 8rd, and the 
ParJia- deebons began forthwith. In some places noting occurred, but on 
inent the whole the new machinery worked smoothly, and the elections 
were conducted without serious disturbance^' The polls went, as 

■■See infra, pp. 112-8 

® According to Pomtt (ojj, ctLi 23) there stiU remained after 1832 “ eighty-flve 
awmies tiirough which the partiamentary franchise could be reached ” (some of 
Uma only respected the vested Interests of the existing voters). 

' Cf Mill, RfprfUfniatme Goi>emminl 



STATE OF PARTIES 


86 


Tfas to be anticipated, strongly m favour of the Ministerialists. 

II QratoT ” Hunt was defeated at Preston, where, as in other ancient 
boroughs, the effect of the Reform Act was to eircirmscribe the 
constituency; and Cobbett, though afterwards returned for Oldham, 
failed to secure election at Manchester. 

It IS difficult to state with precision the disposition of parties in State of 
the new Parliament. No two contemporary estimates agree Nor 
is this remarkable, for party lines were a good deal blurred. The 
Conservatives (to adopt the name by which Croker had recently re- 
christened the Tory party) numbered something between 143 and 
167. The Ministerialists are variously estimated at anything 
between 382 and 491, the latter figure including all who were not 
Tones, But the Radicals numbered 71, and the Repealers 38, and 
both were in opposition to Lord Grey’s Government.*^ It was 
deemed wise, in view of the crowd of inexperienced members, to have 
an experienced Speaker in the chair. Manners-Sutton was, there¬ 
fore, re-elected, though not without opposition from a handful of 
Radicals and Repealers, led by Cobbett and O’Connell. Despite the 
Speaker’s authority there was, however, much confusion at the 
beginning of the session “ For two mghts and a half,” says Croker, 

“the vehemence and disorder was so great that people began to 
think the National Convention was begun.” ^ Things gradually 
settled down, but the outer aspect of the House qprresponded to a 
real disintegration and confusion of parties. The most remarkable 
feature of the new Parliament was the way in which Peel, with 
amazing rapidity and dexterity, re-established liis personal position. 

“You will be placed in a new and, I fear, painful position in the 
House of Commons.” So Lord Aberdeen had written to him on the 
eve of the session. The prediction was entirely falsified by the 
event. Before the session was over Peel was the real master of the 
House. “ The fate of the Government was, and he knew it, m his 
hands ” Croker was right Peel played his game with consum¬ 
mate adroitness.® Despite their great majority the Ministry was 
from the outset weak, and rapidly grew weaker, but Peel kept them 
in for two reasons . they were doing his work, and there was no 
possible alternative “ What are we doing,” he wrote to Croker 

' The Rev A, B Beaven, whose authority on such points is unrivalled, haa 
cloiely scrutinized the votes of members returned to this Parliament, and he kindly 
pemuts me to state that his final estimate of the strength of parties is as follows — 
MiniBtenaliata (including 107 “ Reformers ” and 42 “ Moderate Wings ') 382 

Radicals . . . . 71 

Repealers , 38 


401 

Conservative , 167 

This (allies closely with Mr. Gladstone’s estimate of the strength of his own 
party, as he puts the Conservatives at 180 

’ u 202 “ cf Greville, ii 3G3, 877, 382 and passim, 
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(March 6th, 1833), “ at this moment ? We are making the Reform 
Bill work. ... We are protecting the authors of the evil from the 
work of their own hands.” It was, as we shall see, no idle boast. 
Work of The King opened Parliament in person on February 6th, but his 
the sea- speech, despite the solemnity and significance of that occasion, was 
singularly colourless There was some reference to the affairs of 
Portugal, Holland, and Belgium; the Parliament was reminded of 
its “ anxious duty to promote by all practicable means habits of 
industry and good order among the labouring classes of the com¬ 
munity ; and of the expiration of the Charters of the East India 
Company and of the Bank of England ”. But the bulk of the speech 
was devoted to Ireland Irish questions were, indeed, destined to 
dominate not only the speech but the session and the Parliament 
Before proceeding to discuss them, it may be well to deal with other 
legislative achievements of the session. 

New The East India Company had lost its commercial monopoly m 

Charter ijidia m 1813, and the opixntumty was now taken for completing 
the work then begun The Charter was renewed for another twenty 
India years, but only on condition that the Company confined itself to the 
Company political administration. The monopoly of the China trade 

was to be abandoned; trading operations in India were to cease; 
Europeans were to be allowed to settle in India without hindrance, 
and natives were to be admitted to office. To compensate for the 
loss of Its commercial privilege the Company was to receive for forty 
years an annuity of £030,000, charged upon the revenues of India. 
A legal member wns at the same time added by the appointment of 
Macaulay to the Governor-General’s Council, 
flank The Charter of tlie Bank of England, last renewed in 1800, was 
Charter jq igs,!} It ^vus now renewed for a further term of twenty- 

one years, but the conditions were considerably modified, and Parlia¬ 
ment reserved to itself the right to revise them after eleven years. 
Despite strong opposition, the Bank of England was permitted to 
retain it.s most chenshed privilege. It remained the Banker of the 
Government; it alone, among the London Joint Stock Banks, was 
allowed to issue notes, and those notes, except at the Bank of issue, 
were to be legal tender The last provision was erroneously inter¬ 
preted as a partial return to mconverbbihty As a fact, it repre¬ 
sented a concession to the country banks and an attempt to avoid a 
recurrence of the dangers, more particularly the drain of gold, 
revealed m 1825-1823 The convertibility of Bank of England notes 
remained, however, entirely unimpaired 
I.egaJ re- Two useful legal reforms stand to the credit of the Lord Chancellor. 

Cfirnu One, for the abohtion of fines and recoveries, greatly simplified the 
conveyance of land ; the second was an Act “ for the better adininis- 
tratmri of justice in His Majesty’s Privy Council ” The Long 
Parliament, in its zeal against the " Star Chamber ” and other pre- 
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pogative courts, had swept away the greater part of the judicial 
business of the Council But the latter still retained the supreme 
appellate jurisdiction for the over-sea dominions of the Crown. The 
multiplication of Colonies and Dependencies restored to the Council 
an importance of which the Long Parliament had never dreamt. 

Moreover, in 1832 the High Court of Delegates, established as the 
Supreme Court for ecclesiastical causes by Henry VIII., was abolished, 
and its jurisdiction was transfeired to the Privy Council. But the 
procedure of the latter was haphazard Accordingly in 1883 its 
judicial functions were transformed to a Committee consisting of the 
President of the Council, the Lord Chancellor, and such Privy 
Councillors as held or had held high judicial office, including, in 
ecclesiastical cases, such Aichbishops and Bishops as were Privy 
Councillors The constitution of the Court was further amended in 
1871, and again in 1876. Since 1883 its business has rapidly m- 
creased with the development of the over-sea dominions, and it now 
occupies a position of immense impoitance m the machinery of 
Empire In ecclesiastical affairs its jurisdiction has not been 
unchallenged.'■ 

The first session of the first leformed Parliament is memorable in'i'he first 
the history of elementary education Down to 1883 the whole education 
responsibility for the education of the children of the poor had been 
assumed by the Churches The Church of England had done its 
work since 1811 through the National Society, founded by Andrew 
Bell I the British and Foreign School Society, founded by Joseph 
Lancaster and maintained for the most part by the libeiahty of 
Noncdnformists, had been in operation three years longer. The 
Budget of 1838 provided for a Treasury grant of £20,000 a year m 
aid of elementary education By a Treasury minute (August 80th, 

1838) the administration of the money was entrusted to the two 
Societies already named , none of it was to be spent on the erection 
of schools, and no grants were to be made unless they were met by at 
least an equal amount of voluntary contributions. Though not in 
itself imposing, the grant laid the formdations of a gigantic edifice.^ 

The Treasury grant for education was not the only evidence of The Fue- 
concern for the welfare of the rising generation Of even greater tory Act 
immediate significance was the acceptance of Lord Althorp’s Factory 
Bill During the last thirty years the conscience of the nation had 
become increasingly alive to the scandals connected with the employ¬ 
ment of children in factories. Under the “ apprentice system,” 
parish apprentices were sent from the workhouses to the factories, 
thereto be “ used up ” as the “ cheapest raw material in the market 
The evils, moral and sanitary, connected with this “ White Slavery,” 

' C/ Halabury (ed ), Laws of England, vol. ix , Holdsworth, History of 
English Law, i 292 seq 

* See mpa, e xxi p 328 
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compelled the intervention of the State. Thanks mainly to the 
efforts of the first Sir Robert Peel, the “ Health and Morals Act ” 
was passed m 1802 The Act laid down certain sanitary regulations, 
and provided that the children should not be kept at work for more 
til nil twelve hours a day. But it applied only to legal apprentices. 
The result was to stimulate a traffic, in some senses still more hideous 
because more unnatural, between the mill owners and the parents. 

“ Instead of parish apprentices,” said Sir Robert Peel, “ the children 
of the surrounding poor are preferred, whose masters, being free from 
the operation of the former Act of Parliament, are subjected to no 
limitation of time in the prosecution of their business, though 
children are frequently admitted there to work thirteen or fourteen 
hours a day at the tender age of seven years, and in some cases still 
younger ”. Parliament could not resist this demand for mvestiga- 
tion, especially when urged by such a representative cotton-spinner 
as the first Sir Robert. The Commons appointed a Committee in 
1816, the Lords in 1819, and as a result the Second Factory Act 
(1819) was passed. No children under nine years of age were to go 
into a factory, for children under sixteen the hours were limited to 
twelve, and night work was prohibited. But the Act referred only 
to cotton mills. Further restrictions were imposed by Sir John 
Hobhouse’s Act of 1826, which provided for definite meal times and 
quarter holiday on Saturdays. The next stage was marked by the 
ten-hours agitation initiated by Richard Oastler and Michael Thomas 
Sadler. Sadler introduced, but failed to pass, a ten-hours Bill in 
1881. At the General Election of 1882 this eminent Tory philan¬ 
thropist was defeated at Leeds, and the parliamentary leadership of 
the movement was assumed by Lord Ashley, better known later as 
the Earl of Shaftesbury. Ashley reintroduced the ten-hours Bill 
early in the first session of 1888. The Government favoured counsels 
of delay, but, defeated in the House, adopted Ashley’s Bill, and in a 
modifi^ form passed it into law. Lord Althorp’s Act, as it is 
generally designated, introduced several new principles into factory 
legislation A distinction was drawn between “ children ” aged nine 
to twelve, and “ young persons ” (thirteen to eighteen). “ Children ” 
were not to work more than nine hours a day, or more than forty- 
eight a week, and were to spend two hours a day in school—the thin 
end of ffie “ half-time ” wedge; “ young persons ” were limited to a 
surty-nine hours’ week, and neither for them nor for children was 
mght work permitted. For the first time inspectors were appointed 
to see that the provisions of the Act were enforced. For a “ middle- 
class " Parliament this was not a bad beginning. The cotton-spinners 
did not like it, but they were compelled to give way. 

The benevolent interest of the new Parhament was not confined 
to the White Slaves ” at home. Of the nch legislative harvest 
gathered in this session the mrat remarkable crop was the Act for the 
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“ abolition of slavery throughout the British Colonies The question 

had long been kept before the mind and conscience of the coimtry by 
a band of single-minded philanthropists, such as Clarkson, William 
Wilberforce, Zachary Macaulay, and Fowell Buxton. Pitt and Pox 
lent tbeir powerful support m the House of Commons, and in 1807 
the traffic in slaves was legally prohibited. In 1823 Fowell Buxton 
introduced a motion in favour of the gradual abolition of slavery 
itself, and Canning, in the same year, issued a circular intended to 
secure the better treatment of slaves. The immediate result of this 
movement was not favourable to discipline in the West Indies. The 
planters were infuriated and talked of “ independence ”; the'slaves 
became restless and unruly. In 1888 the Government, grasping the 
nettle firmly, decided on total emancipation. All children under six 
years of age were to be freed immediately, all who should hereafter 
be bom were to be born into freedom; slavery was to cease on 
August 1st, 1834 , and the slave owners were to be compensated by a 
loan of £ 15 , 000 , 000 . But between slavery and freedom there was to 
be an intermediate period of “ legal apprenticeship ” lasting for 
twelve years. During this period the freed slaves were to work for 
their former masters during three-fourths of their working week or 
day, m return for maintenance. During one-fourth of their time they 
were to be free to work for hire. This well-meant but complicated 
compromise did not stand. Before the Bill passed, the intermediate 
period was reduced from twelve years to seven, and ultimately it 
lasted only four Instead of a loan of £ 15 , 000,000 the planters 
received an out-and-out compensation of £ 20 , 000,000 Of the 
ultimate economic effects of emancipation this is not the place to 
write, but it cannot be doubted that the free traders and abolition¬ 
ists were over-sangume. The Act of 1833 was based primarily not 
on economic, but on moral grounds At the cost of real self-sacrifice 
die nation deliberately determined on an act of righteousness and 
benevolence Nor was the appropriate reward withheld 
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CHAPTER VI 

IRISH AFFAIRS, O’CONNELL AND THE WHIGS 
(1833-1887) 

The Re- T7R0M the foregoing record of fruitful legislative activity, it 
formed Jj needs something of an effort to turn to the Irish policy of 
mmlfBnd the Whig Government But now and for many sessions to come 
Ireland Ireland filled the stage at Westminster, and determined the fate of 
more than one Ministry 

In 1832 the new electorate in Ireland returned 38 Repealers and 
er Unionists ; but of the latter 37 favoured the extinction of tithes 
Thus the country, as an Irish writer points out, had declared strongly 
against the tithes, and for the Union i The Irish Executive was 
committed by Lord Grey to Lord Anglesey (as Lord Lieutenant) and 
Stanley's Mr. Stanley as Chief Secretary. During the critical years 1830-1833 
latter was the virtual ruler of Ireland. Stanley was a man of 
^ brilliant parts; unsurpassed in debate, a vigorous administrator, 
clear-sighted within a limited range, and transparently honest But 
he was absolutely devoid of that insight and imagination which are 
essential to a statesman who governs a dependency. Though thrice 
a Conservative Prime Munster, Stanley was a typical Whig He 
was a devout and unquestioning believer in the English system of 
Government, and firmly convinced that its adoption was alone 
sufficient to secure to all the various races of mankind social happiness 
and political contentment. To Ireland he offered his ble.ssing in the 
exact spirit of Cromwell’s Proclamation (of 1649) “ We come by 

the assistance of God to hold forth and maintain the lustre of English 
liberty in a nation where we have undoubted right to do it; wherein 
the people of Ireland (if they listen not to such seducers as you are) 
may equally participate m all benefits, to use liberty and fortune 
equally with Englishmen, if they keep out of arms ” That any 
Inshman should be blind to the lustre of “ English liberty,” or slow 
to avail himself of “ liberty and fortune ” in an English sense is 
what no genuine Englishman has ever been able to understand. 
And such lack of understanding is probably an important part of 
the equipment of a governing race Stanley was typically devoid of 
It. If the Irish would “keep out of arms,” and refuse to listen to 
“seducers ” like O’Connell all would be well. After thirty years of 
stagnation in domestic politics the Englishman was about to set Ins 
house in order. If Irishmen would behave nicely their house should 
be put in order too They, too, should have an extended franchise 
and municipal self-government; a reformed poor law, and a national 

‘O’Unen, Fifty Yean of Concession in Ireland, i. 413. 
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system of education But the irony of the situation was that for 
Whig reform of the Enghsh type—extended to Ireland with the best 
intentions—the average Irishman cared nothing. 

During the decade that followed upon Catholic emancipation 
interest in Ireland was concentrated upon one question—presenting 
itself under various aspects. What was “ emancipation ’ ’ intended to 
mean ? Did it mean merely the admission of a few Catholic gentry 
to the Parliament at Westminster, or the inauguration of a Catholic 
administration m Ireland ? Would it secure the abolition of a 
system under which a hteral tenth of the produce of all the poorest 
land in Ireland went to the support of a wealthy, heretical, and alien 
Church? What is the “Irish question”? asked Mr. Disraeli. 

“ One said it was a physical question, another a spiritual; now it 
was the absence of the aiistocracy, then the absence of railways. 

It was the Pope one day, potatoes the next.” During the early 
thiities the answer to this question was unequivocal “ The Irish 
question ” was “ Tithes ”. 

To the Irish peasant “ Tithe ” was hateful on many grounds. It The Tithe 
was an Enghsh institution, never having been known in Ireland until question 
the Synod of Cashel (1175), it was a badge of Protestant ascendancy, 
never having been exacted until the Reformation; and it was a 
perpetually recunent drain upon his scanty material resources. Thus 
the injury was partly material, and partly moral. “ Tithe ” was at 
once a drain upon his purse, a sear upon his conscience. No such 
argument availed for the Episcopalian farmer. But the Protestants, 
Episcopalian and Presbyterian alike, had managed in large measure 
to evade the impost 

“Tithe” was, of course, only part of a larger quesbon. The The Es- 
position of the Established Church in Ireland was entirely anomalous, 

It was magnificently endowed To put its revenues at £800,000 a " 

yeai would probably be an under-statement. Yet despite its en- 
downments, and despite the penal legislation of the eighteenth 
century, its adherents were proportionately fewer than they had 
been two centuries before. In 188J) the population of Ireland was 
close on 8,000,000 Of these 6,427,712 persons were Roman Catholics; 

852,064 were Protestant Episcopalians ; 642,856 were Presbyterians, 
while 21,808 adhered to other forms of Protestant dissent. 

“ The Church of the 800,000 Protestant Episcopalians was 
established and endowed , the Church of the 600,000 Presbyterians 
was endowed but not established ; the Church of the 6,000,000 
Catholics was neither estahhshed nor endowed ” ^ 

“ On an Irish Sabbath morning,” says Sidney Smith,® “ the bell 

^O’Bnen, Fifty Years, i 372 To Hr O’Bncn’a most valuable work I owe 
many of the statistics and quotations given above For further information on 
this subject reference should be made to it 

- Quoted bv O’Bncn 
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of a neat Parish Church often summons to worship only the parson 
and an occasionally conforming clerk, while 200 yards off, a thousand 
Catholics are huddled together in a miserable hovel, and pelted by 
all the storms of Heaven,” 

The immediate object of the Catholic peasant, however, was to 
get rid of the payment of “ Tithe ” 

In 1830 war was proclaimed. “ Let your hatred of ‘ Tithe ’ be as 
lasting as your love of justice.” Such was the advice of the Catholic 
Bishop of Kildare, Dr. Doyle. Advice of this kind rarely falls upon 
deaf ears in Ireland. The fuel was already gathered; it needed but a 
spark to ignite it. By 1831 all Ireland was ablaze. “ Payment of 
tithes,” says a contemporary account,^ “was almost everywhere 
refused: the usual system of threats and murder was again set in 
motion; the clergymen dared not ask, the willing occupier dared 
not pay.” At the end of 1831 Committees were appointed in both 
Houses to investigate the question. The Committees recommended 

(1) an immediate grant by Government to the distressed clergy, and 

(2) a “ scheme for the extinction of tithes and their commutation for 
a charge upon land ”. On these lines Lord Grey’s Government 
legislated in 1832. An Act was passed authorizing the Government 
to advance a sum not exceeding £60,000 to the Irish clergy, and to 
reimburse themselves by collecting the arrears from the tithe-payers. 
Later in the year Stanley obtained the sanction of Parliament to a 
second measure, making tithe-composition compulsory and per¬ 
manent. Both measures were violently opposed by O’Connell. The 
first, he declared, would make the Lord Lieutenant “ Tithe-ProcLor- 
General for all Ireland ” , the second would only perpetuate abuses, 
while both would serve to buttress an institution which was hope¬ 
lessly rotten and unsound. 

Social Meanwhile the social condition of Ireland was going from bad to 

order worse. The legislation of 1832 had served only to accentuate bad 
feeling; no tithes could be collected; a widespread system of 
“ boycotting ” was initiated ; the Executive was powerless, and by 
the end of the year anarchy was everywhere triumphant. Such 
were the circumstances under which the General Election of 1832 
was held. O’Connell definitely unfurled the banner of Repeal, and 
Ireland returned forty-five members pledged to sustain him in his 
demands. 

The King’s Speech of 1888, after foreshadowmg a tithe-commu¬ 
tation Bill and a Bill deahng with the Protestant Establishment, 
proceeded; “ But it is my painful duty to observe that the disturb¬ 
ances in Ireland, to which I adverted at the close of the last session, 
have greatly increased. The spirit of insubordination and violence 
has risen to the most fearful height, rendering life and property 

1 Annual Begister, 1881, p. 887 
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insecui’e, defying the authorify of the law, and thi'catenmg the most 
fatal consequences if not promptly and effectively repressed.” 

The debate on the Address was bitter and protracted. That 
crime was rife in Ireland O’Connell did not deny; but crime was 
due not to agitation but to niisgovcrnmcnt O’Connell was aiisweicd 
by Stanley; and the answer of Stanley may be compi eased into a 
sentence: “ A Govermnent, to be loved, must first be feared ”. 
Beform-cum-coa'cion and undying re.sistance to llcpeal—tliis was 
the programme of the Muustiy. 

On February 12th Lord Althorp introduecd into the House ofChutoli 
Commons a Bill dealing with the Temporalities of the Church 
Ireland. It was a large ineaMirc involving, ns oiiginally drafted, a nai 
considerable dose of “ disendowninent ” Opinioii, however, was not 
ripe for the acceptance of the prnieiplc of “ appin})riation,” and this 
part of the Bill was biibscquenlly diopped. The remainder of it 
after a stormy passage became law. Two Arclihishoprics and eight 
Bishoprics were suppressed; fiisi-fniits and Chuieh cess were dis¬ 
continued ; many smceurcs were ahohshed; some eecleaiasticnl 
incomes were reduced ; and a commission to deal with the surplus 
revenues of the Cliuidi was appointed But on the main question 
victory rested with the Aseeinlaney itaity. Revenues were to be 
redistiibuted, but not alienated. 

On February l.'ith a Coercion Bill was inirodueed by Lord Grey Con cion 
into the House of Lords It was admitledly of the severest eharneter. 

Greville describes it as “a consomnid of insurrecLion-gaggmg Acta, 
suspension of Habeas Corpus, niaitial law, and one or two other little 
liards and sharps ” Immense iiowcrs were committed to the Lord 
Lieutenant, and Ireland was to be Icmporaiily goviTiied by martial 
law The debate m the Commons revealed the fact that the Mimsti'y 
was divided as to the expediency of the measure Althorp’s speech 
in introducing it was singuluily ineffective, but .Stanley in a great 
speech saved the Bill Di'sjntc the ojiposition of Repealeis and 
Radicals the Bill becainc law in April 

The Session, however, sorely tried the cohesion of the Govcuii- 
ment, and before its close the Ministry was rceoiistructed, Lord 
Wellesley succeeded Lord Anglesey us Loul Lieulenant, ivlule 
Stanley was replaced as Chief Secretary, fust by Ilobhouse and iif Lcr- 
wards by Littleton.^ But Stanley’s promotion to the Colonial Office 
involved no change in the Irish policy of the admuiistintion. In 
opening the session of 183t, the King was able to congratulate 
Parliament upon a great improvement in the slate of Ireland. 'IlinL 
his words were not merely due to official optimism is jimved alike by 
the private coirespondence of the time, mid liy the public statistics 
of Ireland. Crime and outrage bad undoubtedly dimiinshcd. The 
Castle had regained the upper hand ; but the causes of social disorder 

* Lord Wellesley’s son-in-law. 
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remained. Against the Union and against tithes the agitation was 
waged without remission, The King’s Speech referred to both 
questions. It announced snch a “final adjustment of the tithes 
, . , as may extinguish all just causes of complaint without injury 
... to any institution in Church or State At the same time it 
declared His Majesty’s “unalterable resolution ... to maintain 
inviolate ” by all the means in his power the legislative Union 
The action of the Mimstiy was unequal m resolution and con¬ 
sistency to the words of the King. There was indeed no faltering 
with the question of the Union, On April 22nd O’Connell moved 
for a Select Committee “to inquire and report on the means by 
which the dissolution of the Parliament of Ireland was effected; on 
the effects of that measure upon Ireland; and on the probable 
consequences of continuing the legislative Union between both 
countries ”. The motion was defeated by a majority of 523 to 38. 

In regard to the Church problem the Ministry was less fortunate. 
The tithe question was still far from settlement; and behind the 
tithe question loomed the whole question of the Irish Establishment, 
Late m 1888 Littleton had induced Parliament to vote £1,000,000 
to the distressed tithe-owners, and to authoiize the Government to 
collect the arrears. Early in 1884 a Bill was introduced for the 
commutation of tithes into a land tax payable to the State at the 
rate of 80 per cent, of their previous value. In the course of the 
debate Ministers were challenged on the largei question of appro¬ 
priation. The challenge was variously answered by Stanley and 
Lord John Russell. The dissensions of the Cabinet stood revealed 
to the world “ Johnny,” in more senses than one, had indeed 
upset the coach. The Government agreed to the appointment of 
a Commission to inquire into the whole question of the position of 
the Irish Church. On this Stanley resigned Sir James Graham, 
Duke of Richmond, and the Earl of Ripon (formerly Lord 
^derich) went with him. The Cabinet was temporarily patched up, 
but their troubles were by no means at an end Hopelessly divided 
on the principle of “ appropriation,” they were still more divided on 
that of coercion ”. Stanley’s Act of 1883 was to expire on August 
1st. Some members of the Cabinet were opposed to its renewal at 
any rate in its entirety. Lord Wellesley was prepared to rule without 
It; Littleton undertook to “ manage Dan ”. His “ management,” 
however was so clumsy as to bring the whole Government down like 
a pack of cards The Cabinet insisted on the renewal of the Coercion 
Act; 0 Conneh declared that he had been “ tricked by Littleton ”; 
1 e on was 0 iged to resign , Althorp followed; Lord Grey refused 
go on wi out^thorp; and on July 9th his own resignation 

was announced The Reform Ministry was at an end. 

Grey’s i the Irish locks. The im- 

Muitry cause of the disaster was clearly the indiscretion of Littleton. 


Fall of 
Lord 



FALL OF LOED GEEY’S MINISTRY 


95 


JST] 

;ut the essential causes went much deeper. The Ministry as a 
'hole had no clear mind on the Irish question, and in policy they 
'ere divided. For the actual course of administration Stanley, 
rhether at the Castle or at the Colonial Office, was primarily re- 
ponsible With the best intentions in the world Stanley cannot be 
escribed as a “ sympathetic ” administrator, and he was cordially 
isliked by the Irish members. But whatever his shortcomings 
tanley knew his own mind. lie cannot be blamed for not knowing 
[le minds of Littleton, Wellesley, Althorp, and Lord John. This 
ouble-mindedness was fatal to the Ministry of Lord Grey, and tlieir 
iilure in Ireland was ncitliei unaccountable nor undeserved To 
he general record of failure there was, however, one exception, 
tanley must have full credit for having done more than any other 
idividual to lay the foundations of a National System of education. 

Iis Bill was based upon the principle of “ a comhincd literary and a 
Eparate religious education ”. A Board was Lo be constituted by 
he Lord Lieutenant, composed partly of Protestants and partly of 
latholics. The Board was to appoint teachers, authorize school- 
looks, and to superintend the whole system of national elementary 
ducation. “Even the suspicion of proselytism” was to be 
banished ”. Four days a week were lo be devoted to combined 
"loral and literary, one or I wo to separate religious Instruction. 

'inally, the parluiineiitary grant was to be withdrawn from the 
[ildare Street Society and bestowed upon the National Board 
tanley’s Act has been the basis of elementary education in Ireland 
rom that day to this, though the Avhole spirit of its administration 
as been altered Stanley contemplated a “ mixed ’* system. To 
his idea the whole genius of the lush people, Roman Catholics and 
’rotestants, is irresi.stibly opposed. And m this case the national 
emus has proved itself too strong for legislative intention and 
nactment Throughout the length and breadth of Ireland, with 
ery small exceptions, the school system is to-day not “ mixed ” but 
trictly denominational. 

During the last months of Lord Grey’s Ministry Ireland claimed Lord 
large but not an exclusive share of public attention Apart from 
reland the session of 18.34 was memorable : on the one hand, for a Ministry, 
,reat legislative achievement, and on the other, for the evidence it JulylTth- 
fforded as to the existence of a new force in English politics. 

With the former we shall deal presently, as to the latter a word 
aay be said at once. The legislation ol 1882, even more conspicu- 
lusly than that ol 1828,^ made the Piotestaiit Dissenter a really 
fl'ective political foice. It was clearly manifested m the new Parlia- 
nent Already in 1883 the House of Commons liad pci'inittcd Mr. 

^ease—the first Quaker elected for 140 years ^—to take Ills seat on 
nakmg an affirmation. In the same session nn Act was passed to 

‘Repeal ol the Test and Coiporntion Aels “Urskinc May, lii. 177. 
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pn n ^^lp. Quakers, Moravians, and Separatists on all occasions to 
substitute an affirmation for an oath. In 1884 the Dissenters peti¬ 
tioned for the exclusion of the Bishops from the House of Lords, and 
indeed for the complete separation of Church and State. A Bill for 
the admission of Dissenters to Umversity Degrees passed the Commons 
but was rejected in the Lords. Other Bills for the relief of Dissenters 
from Church rates, for the removal of restrictions upon the celebra¬ 
tion of marriages in Dissenting Chapels, and for the commutation of 
English tithes, did not get so far. 

The new Few legislative achievements have had a more significant bearing 

Poor Law upon the social and moral life of the people than the Poor Law 
Amendment Act of 1884. For this legislation the Whig Ministers are 
entitled to unstinted credit. No Government seeking only popularity 
would have touched the question; no Government genuinely con¬ 
cerned for the social and economic welfare of the people could have 
evaded it. 

The great Poor Law of Elizabeth had conferred upon the indigent 
poor two rights: upon the impotent the right to maintenance; 
upon the lusty and able-bodied the right to be “ set on work 
Appropriate to an era of paternal despotism and economic transition, 
the Act might have wrought much mischief but for the wisdom of 
administrators. An, amendment of 1722 ^ imposed a salutary 
restraint upon careless methods of relief, and virtually msisted upon 
the “ Wor^ousc test The last years of the eighteenth century 
witnessed a lamentable lapse from sound principles. The adminis¬ 
trators of that day were not, however, without excuse. It was a 
time of economic transition, of high political excitement and of 
terrible suffering among the poorest class. But the remedies applied 
proved even worse than the disease. They led to the wholesale 
pauperization of the rural labourers. Gilbert’s Act of 1782 effected 
the first breach in good administration. Though permissive in terms 
it was widely adopted, and its principles were still further enforced 
and rendered compulsory by the Act of 36 George III. (1796). The 
“ Workhouse test ” was abolished, work was found for the workless, 
and allowances were made m aid of wages. Lax administration was 
even more responsible than panic legislation for the wholesale de¬ 
moralization which ensued. “ It guaranteed to every labourer not 
merely bis hfe, but a living more plentiful than he could obtain m 
the open labour market. It undertook that his means should increase 
with the increase of his family. It acknowledged the duty of saving 
him from suffering irrespective of his own merits or demerits. It 
gave practically to everybody who asked. It charged not only the 
weak upon the strong, but the stupid on the skilful, the lazy upon 
the industrious, the drunken upon the sober, the dissolute upon the 
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chaste, the honest upon the dishonest.” i Tliis terrible impeachment 
can be proved to the hilt from the Report of the Commission appointed 
by Lord Grey’s Government in 1882.» Tlie Commissioners, including 
such men as Dr. Bloinfield, Bishop of I,ondon, Dr. Sumner, Bishop 
of Chester, Nassau Senior, Sturges Bourne, and Edwin Chadwick, 
arrived at conclusions wliich can only be described as appalling. 
Economic dislocation and social degradation went hand in hand. 
Eiqienditure which m 1701 amounted to about £000,000 rose in 1802 
to over £4,000,000, and ultimately, in 1818, reached the gigantic 
total of £7,870,000, or 18s 4d. per head of population. Outdoor 
relief was given in a bewildering variety of forms : by providing 
gratuitous house room ; by money relief “ in lieu of labour " ; by 
“parish employment”; by the ” round.smau system”, by the 
“labour rates system ” ; and most commonly of all by “ make up ” 
or “bread money,” by an allowance, that is, in aid of wages. In 
some parishes the poor rate exceeded 20s m the £ ; “ farms were 
thrown up; land went out of cultivation ; landlords, farmers, and 
labourers were involved in a common rum. The -ivrong inllicted upon 
the labourers who remained aclf-bupporlmg and independent was 
incalculable; the debasement of the rest was matched only by their 
discontent. 

Legislation followed immediately upon the Report of the Com¬ 
missioners ; and neither came a moment too .soon. Tlic assent given 
to the Bill of IH.'i'li was almost unanimoii.s, only 20 votes were 
recorded against the second reading in the Commons, and 18 in the 
Lords. The general principle of the Act was that “ tlio situation of 
the person receiving relief should not on the whole* be made really or 
apparently so eligible as the situation of the independent labourer of 
the lowest class The control of jioor relief was vested in a Board 
of three Commissioners, upon whom immens'e discretionary powers 
were conferred: they were to have power to oidiT the erection of 
workhouses; the formation of unions of parislies, and the drafting 
of regulations for outdoor relief. In each TTmnn the law was to be 
administered by a Board of Guardians, consisting in pait of members 
elected by the ratepayers and hi jiart by the Justices of the Peace. 
The law of settlement was relaxed, and the bastardy law amended. 
The core of the Act was the appointment of Poor Law Commissioners. 
The first Commissioners were the Right lion. Frankland Lewis, Mr, 
Nicholls, and Mr Shaw Lefevre, and it was these men who, together 
with their Secretary, Mr. Edwin Chadwick, gave the colour to the 
Act of 1884. The Act itself was hardly more than a cadre ; every¬ 
thing depended on the discretion of the Board. For the success or 
failure of the Act the Coramis.sioners and tlieir Secretary, not the 

‘ MontQgup, The Old Poor Iatw <md the Nmo A'octaliMi, p. 11, 

*See Uepoi't of IHIM, re()riute(l by order of tlie House ol Commons in 1888. 

“At Rye they were 21a. at Bhipley (near JIorHlinni), 27a. , at Choleabury 
Bucks, 82s 
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legislature, were responsible. They saved England from the gravest 
social and economic danger to which it had ever been exposed. 
Their work—in particular the abolition of outdoor relief for the 
able-bodied and the re-imposition of the “ Workhouse test ’’—was 
subjected to severe cnticism. They themselves were denounced as 
the “bashaws of Somerset House”; as “concentrated icicles”; 
Tory Democrats hke Disraeh combined with Radicals like Cobbett 
and the all-powerful Times to assail the “ Poor Law Bastilles ” and 
to abuse the “ Poor Man’s Robbery Bill The remedies applied 
were indubitably caustic; but not more caustic than the gravity and 
prevalence of the disease demanded. No “ rose-water surgery ” (to 
use Carlyle’s plirase) could have sufficed. Financial rum and moral 
degradation had stared us in the face. To have saved rural 
England from banki-uptcy was much; it was still more to have 
restored to the English poor thar moral dignity and economic inde¬ 
pendence. 

The Poor Law Amendment Bill was proposed by Lord Grey’s 
Ministry. Before it became law Lord Grey had resigned, and Lord 
Melbourne had become Prime Minister But the life of the new 
Ministry was from the first precarious. Such strength as it possessed 
was due mamly to Lord Althorp’s personal hold upon the House of 
Commons By what was virtually a party pldbiscite Lord Althorp 
was induced to return to the Cabinet and the lead of the House, the 
“Derby Dilly” with its “three msides” remained in opposition; 
coahtion with Peel and Wellington though suggested by the King 
was wisely declined on both sides; Lord Melbourne, thei efore, 
retained most of the colleagues of Lord Grey, Weak in Parliament 
the new Ministry was not in favour at Court. The King never gave 
it his confidence, and took the first opportunity of dispensing with its 
services 

The opportunity came m November, 1834, with Lord Althorp’s 
succession to the Peerage. A new leader had to be found for the 
Commons, Loid John Russell was proposed ; but the King told 
Melbourne that Russell “ would make a wretched figure ” and that 
“ Abercromby and Rice were worse than Russell ”. On November 
15th “ the town was electrified by the news that Melbourne’s Govern¬ 
ment was at an end ”, The mystery which for a long time enshrouded 
the circumstances attending Lord Melbourne’s dismissal has not even 
now been entirely dissipated. “ It is long since a Government has 
been so summarily dismissed, regularly kicked out m the simplest 
sense of that phrase.” i Such was GreviUe’s first impression, and it 
has been very generally accepted. But it has now become clear that 
Melbourne himself felt that the mam prop of the Government was 
removed by Althorp’s accession to the Peerage, that he intimated to 
the King the probability of a break-up of the Cabinet on the Irish 
^ Gteville’s JoBDiali, m. 147-8 
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Church question, and that he was personally glad to be out of itA 
Palmerston’s account of the matter is entirely corroborative : “ We 
are all out; turned out neck and crop. . . . Melbourne wrote to the 
King to say that ns when he first took his present oflice he had 
represented the inlluciicc of Althor[) m Ihe Commons ns one great 
foundation of the strength of the Government; now that Althorp 
was removed to the Lords by the death of his father, he deemed it 
his duty towards the King to ask whether he. wished him to propose 
arrangements for supplying AUhorp’s place or whether he iireferred 
asking advice from other quarters.” One of Lord Melbourne’s 
biographers goes so far as to say that “ the King did what his Munster 
invited him to do 11 c this as it may, two Ihmgs arc eertain : 
that the King was anxious to be rid of his Mimsteis, eliietly from 
apprehensions as to their Church policy ; and that the Fume Minister 
was not sorry to be free of the troubles which he saw immediately 
ahead of him. 

Lord Melbourne himself bore the King’s summons to the Duke of Sir 
Wellington. The Duke advised Ills Majesty to entrust the formation Wo*'ert 
of a Ministry to Peel, but Peel was at the moment m Komc, and himu’iisV 
the meantime the Duke been me Secretary of Stale foi all dejiartmcnts. Novem-’ 
The Great Seal was Iraiisfetrcd to Lviullnust, but lor some weeks the 4 “''’ 

Duke was literally sole Minister On December Olh, Peel, having laih, 
travelled post-husle fiom Gome, kissed hands as First Lord of iheit*'*® 
Treasury. NegoUations ware opened with Stanley, Graliam, and 
other sccedcrsfrom the lute thilimct, Init by preeoneerled arrangement 
the latter declined them. Peel, therefore, had to rely eiilindy upon 
Conservatives. He limisell took t he Chuncidlorship ol the Kxehequer 
the Duke took the Foicigii Olliee, Goiilhurn the Home Ulliee, and 
Lord Aberdeen War and the Colonies. Lyiulluiist again heeanie 
Lord Chancellor. Peed deeuhal not to meet Pailiament, hut to appeal 
to the electorate, and on Jleeemhcr JlOtli Parliament was dissolved. 

The election that ensued is remarkable cliielly lor the address Tlic Tnm- 
issued by the I’nme Mimsler to the electors of Tamworth. That 
manifesto marked an epoch 111 the history of English parties ; it hud 
the foundations of the new Conservatism In it Ped clclinilely 
accepted the Refoim Ihll as “ a final and irrevoenhle settlement of a 
great constitutional question Noi wa.s he opjiosed to the spirit of 
the Act if properly understood and wisely mterpicted “ If by 
adopting the spirit of the Reform Bill it be meant that we are to live 
in a perpetual vortex of agitation , that puhlie men can only support 
themselves m public cstimaticm by adopting every popular impression 
of the day, by promising the. instant rcdre.ss of anything that anybody 
may call an abuse ... I will not undertake to adojit it. But if the 
spirit of the Reform Rill imphes merely a careful review of institutions, 

> See Mi'llKiiii lie, I'tipni, 210-eei, 'iUB. 

’ II. Uiiiielcley, Melbourne, p. 1H4 
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civil and ecclesiastical, undertaken in a friendly temper, combining 
with the firm mamtenance of established rights the correction of 
proved abuses and the redress of real grievances—in that case 1 can 
for myself and my colleagues undertake to act in such a spirit and 
with such intentions.” 

The education of the country to the new Conservatism was, 
however, a work of time. The General Election of 1886 raised the 
strength of the Conservatives from 160 to 270,^ but not until 1841 
did they find themselves in a clear majority. 

The Irish The new Parhament met in temporaiy quarters at Westminster, 
question both Houses having been destroyed by fire during the recess The 
Opposition carried an amendment to the Address, but only by a 
majority of seven, and Peel decided that he would carry on the 
Government until Easter. But whatever Government was in office, 
Ireland, and particularly the Tithe question, demanded immediate 
attention. Sir Henry Hardinge, Peel’s Chief Secretary, brought 
forward a measure which was a simplified edition of Littleton’s Bill 
of 1834. “ The urgency and magnitude of the evil render it,” said 
the Chief Secretary, “ absolutely necessary that Parliament should 
attempt to rescue society in Ireland from the disorganized slate into 
which it has been thrown by the Tithe Question Intimidation has 
been carried to such an extent as to render it utterly impossible to 
proceed with a collection of these dues.” The Whigs, however, were 
determined not to allow the Tones to legislate on the tithe question 
without concurrently affirming the principle of appropriation. The 
whole question was formally raised by Russell On the clear issue 
thus joined the Ministry was decisively defeated, and on April 8th 
Peel resigned Melbourne came back to office, but for the next five 
years O’Connell was in power, 

Mel- Melbourne’s second Ministry did not differ widely in personnel 

from his first. Lord Palmerston returned to the Foreign Office, 
Minigtry Charles Grant (afterwards Lord Glenelg) became Colonial Secretary, 
and Lord John Russell, with the lead of the Commons, went to the 
Home Office. Spring Rice became Chancellor of the Exchequer and 
Lord Lansdowne resumed the Presidency of the Council. One 
significant change was made. Brougham, whose restless vanity had 
contributed not a little to the fall of the Government in the previous 
autumn, was not invited to return to the Woolsack, and until January, 
1836, the great Seal was m commission. Lord Cottenham (Pepys) 
was then appointed. 

Municipal The session of 1886 witnessed the enactment of one measure of 
Uon'Act" importance For the last three centuries the government 

of Enghsh towns had been growing more and more oligarchical, and 
more and more corrupt. Vested, from early times, in the general 

^ Cnn^rvatives proper numbered only 282, but about 40 “ moderate ” 
Whigs steadily supported Peel. 
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body ol rate-paying burgesses, town government gradually passed 
into the hands of a “ Corporation ” eonsistuig generally of a Mayor, 
Aldermen, and Common Couueillor.s. These governing bodies were 
ftsarule self-elcctcd, and their imporlanec was enhanecd by the fnet 
thatin them was vested, in many eases, the light of returning members 
to Parliament The creation of new boroughs by the Tudors and 
Stuarts led to a great merense m the munber of tlicse elose corpora¬ 
tions. Charles II. and James If, made a dcLenniued effort to bring 
all the corporations under the direeb mflueno.e of tlic Crown.^ The 
effort was attended by very jiartial siieee.ss, and was one of the con¬ 
tributory causes of the Revolution of 10H8, Hut the abuses eon- 
ncoted with municipal govcnmienl were intensified rather than 
diminished during the ciglitei nth eentury. The rnind increase of 
many towns in wealth and population, the euluineed sigmfleance of 
parliamentary representation, gave to the oligan-hieal eoriiorations 
an additional importaiiee. A place on these exclusive bodies was 
eagerly sought for the ])ceumaiy advantages it conferred. The 
Report of a Commussion apjiomted m revealed a scandalous 
condition of affairs. Local adminislrutiou, as now under,stood, was 
the last thing with which llie govennug bodies eoneerned tliein.selves. 
Many of the eorporafions posses.sed eonsiderahle eorpondc property 
derived from laud, leases of tithes, tolls of markets and fairs, octroi 
duties, and fees. In many they administered speeilic trust, m all 
they exercised valuable palronnge. It is Imrdly too miieli to .say 
that it was the prevailing rule Hint all proiierty and rtio.st palioimge 
was administered with a single (‘ye to the advantage of the adminis¬ 
trators. “ The revenue,s of the Corporation are variously (‘Tiiployetl; 
a great part is usually absorbed in the salaries of Iheir olliecrs unci 
entertainments of the Common t’ouueil and their friends, ... It i.s 
not often that mueli of tlic Corporate projicrty is expended on police 
or public improvements. ... In some towns large sums have been 
spent in bribery and other illegal priu'tiec'.s of coiitosted elccUori.s, 
During the election of 1820 the Corporation of Leice.st.er expended 
£10,000 to secure the success of a political jiarlisan and mortgaged 
some of their projicrty to discharge the liability incurred. , . , Few 
Corporations admit any positive obligation to spend the surplus of 
their income for olijcets of public advantage. ... At Cambridge 
the practice of turimig the Corjioration property to the jirofit of 
individuals was avowed and defended ” '■* It is small wonder that 
the commissioners found it neec^ssary to report that llie existing 
municipalities “ neither jiusscss nor de.serv e the conrulcnee or respect ” 
of His Majesty’s subjeels, and that there picvailed “a distrust of 
the self-elected Miuiieipal Coimeil.s whose powers are subject to no 
popular control ” and a “ diseoritent under the burthens of local 

'■Quo IVdmvitu. 
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taxation, while revenues that ought to be applied for public advantage 
are diverted from their legitimate use, and are sometimes wastefully 
bestowed for the benefit of individuals, sometimes squandered for 
purposes injurious to the character and morals of the people 

The provisions of the Act of 1886 were of a drastic character. 
The constitutions of nearly all the old corporate boroughs (178 in 
number), except London, were remodelled on a uniform plan. The 
government was vested in a Mayor, Aldermen, and Councillors, the 
latter to be elected by all inhabitant householders who for the past 
three years had been rated to the relief of the poor To the corpora¬ 
tion was entrusted all the ordinary duties of local administration, 
and in particular the raising and expenditure of borough funds. 
These funds were to be subject to independent audit. The corpora¬ 
tions had already lost (by the Act of 1832) their exclusive privilege 
in regard to parliamentary elections, and the Act of 1835 was a 
natural coroEary of that great measure. Inspired by a similar spirit 
it achieved similar results. It registered the first and therefore the 
most important step m the democratization of local Government in 
England. 

An Irish Municipal Bill was introduced in 1836 and again m. 1837 
On both occasions it passed through the House of Commons ; but 
was defeated m the Lords, Not until 1840 did it become law. 
Under its provisions fifty-eight corporations were abolished and ten 
were reconstituted on the basis of a ten-pound franchise. The same 
franchise had been adopted m the Scotch Act of 1883. 

Apart from Municipal Reform the legislative energies of the second 
Melbourne Ministry were almost entirely concentrated upon Ireland. 

Whig Early in 1885 O’Connell defined the terms on which he was 
prepared to keep the Whigs m office. The question of repeal would 
be allowed to remain in abeyance, provided that the Whigs would 
press to a successful issue three measures : the appropriation of the 
surplus revenues of the Irish Church to national purposes ; an exten¬ 
sion of the Irish suffrage ; and a sweeping reform of the Irish cor¬ 
porations These terms formed the basis of the “ Lichfield House 
Compact ” “ Compact,” says Russell,* “ there was none, but an 

alliance on honourable terms of mutual co-operation undoubtedly 
existed The Whigs remained as before the film defenders of the 
Union , O’Connell remained as before the ardent advocate of Repeal j 
but upon intermediate measures on which the two parties could agree, 
consistently with their principles, there was no want of cordiality. 
Nor did I ever see cause to complain of O’Connell’s conduct.” The 
more straightforward course would have been to give O’Connell the 
office he undoubtedly desired. Brougham, it is certain, urged this 
course upon the Ministers. Equally certain is it, that whether 
Melbourne himself was prepared for it or not, the King’s hostility to 

‘ R^ort, p 49. “ Hecolleciiom and Suggestions, p. 184 
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his admission was immovai)lc. Under a keen sense of clisappointtnenl 
O’Connell behaved, as Grcvillc put it, “ admirably well “ It is 
tended,” he writes, “ to leave O’Connell out of the arrangement, 

'and at the same tune to conciliate him and preserve his support. In 
this they (the Ministers) have succeeded.” O’Connell had his con¬ 
solations. He missed, indeed, the ojiiiortumty for which he is said 
to have longed—the ” opportunity of proving to the Protestants of 
Ireland that when in power he could and would do them justice ”; 
but at any rate he could sceuri' lus eo-ieligiouists from inju-sUce. 

If he was not himself in olllee. he had approved those who were. 

Lord Mulgravc became Lord Lieutenant; Lord Morpeth, Chief 
Secretary j the law olhers were plaeed in “ sympallictic ” hands, but 
the man who gave the “tone ” to the Melhourne-O’Cotmell adminis¬ 
tration was the Under-Seercliiry. Tlionins Drummond. 

■Whatever the verdict on his policy may uUimately be, Drummond 
himself was by general udmission one of the most striking ligurcs in 
the history of British rule in Iieland 

The difficulties confionting Drummond in Irelniid were not .slight. Thomiu 
Throughout the country and among all classes the spirit of lawlessness Dnim- 
was dominant, the tithe war wn.s being waged with undiminishcd 
bitterness; faction lights were common ; disorder was rife ; justice 
was contemned, and the whole administrative system was utterly 
demoralized, Drum loiidhs liist work was to establish eonlklence n 
the administration jf jusliee and inspire res[)eet for law. “Extra¬ 
ordinary” powers he disliked and diselaimed. Coereioii he believed 
to be demoralizing alike to subjeet and to ruler. But iiiiplieit 
obedience to the ordinary law lie was determined, us far ns in him 
lay, to exact—and from all parties. 

That Drummond was entirely sueeessful in the restoration of 
social order in Ireland eannoL b(' asserted lie did all perhaps that 
even-handed administration could elfect. But he was not master of 
the legislative machine at WestniiiisUT; iior could he by a stroke 
of the pen work a revolution in the economic conditions of the people 
whom he ruled. All that man could do he did. He urged upon his 
superiors the pressing need of agrarian legislation, and he worked 
with superhuman energy to develop the industrial resources of the 
country. In popular imagination Drummond lives as^the author of 
the famous aphorism, now happily a commonplace : “ Property has 
its duties as well as its rights ”—a reminder originally addressed to 
the magistrates of Tipperary. But his rule was brief. Worn out 
with labours, physical and mental, 'riiomiis Drummond died in 1840. 

To say that he made mistakes is merely to nffiirm that he was human. 
Overliaste is the eommon fault of the idealist. Idealist and over- 
hasty Dnimuuuul was. Nevertheless, Ins rule is a bright eluipLer in 
the sombre volume of Irusli hisUity. 
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While Drummond was toiling in Dublin, the Melbourne Govern- 
ment was industriously occupied in “ploughing the sands” at 
Westminster. The situation was no doubt difficult for the Ministers 
and especially for Lord John Russell. They had come into power 
on the principle of “ appropriation,” ‘ O’Connell who kept them m 
power had declared that one word was worth the whole Bill To 
drop “ appropriation ” would have been hardly decent, to carry it 
' through the House of Commons was difficult; to carry it through 
the House of Lords was soon found to be impossible. Bill after Bill 
was rejected in the latter House. Ministers might storm; the Peers 
smiled. They were m an impregnable position, for behind them was 
the solid body of English opinion. The Whigs depended upon 
O’Connell; the Conservatives relied upon England. Under these 
circumstances “ to fill up the cup ” is only to drink to political 
disaster. Apart from “ appropriation,” Morpeth might have carried 
a satisfactory Tithe Bill in 1885. All parties had assented to the 
principles. The burden was to be transferred—in appearance at any 
rate—from occupier to owner; the clergy were to lose some portion 
of their money, but to gain in security. Not, however, until 1838 
were these principles actually embodied m legislation. In that year 
Ministers decided on a frank abandonment of appropriation, and the 
House of Lords, whose victory if temporary was complete, passed the 
Bill Tithes were henceforth commuted into a permanent rent 
charge at the rate of 76 per cent, of their nominal value, and the 
large advances made to the clergy in lieu of arrears—amounting in 
all to a million of money—were wiped out. The Act was virtually 
identical with Hardmge’s Bill of 1885; and its passing constituted a 
humiliating defeat for its authors, and a triumph for their opponents. 

Irish The same session witnessed the passing of an Irish Poor Law, In 

Poor Law Ireland, as m most Roman Catholic countries, there had been hitherto 
no legal provision for the relief of the poor. But about 1880 the 
terrible distress existing among the Irish peasantry attracted the 
attention of the Imperial Parliament, various schemes for the 
amelioration of their lot were proposed, and in 1883 a commission 
was appointed to inquire into the whole subject. Language is too 
weak to describe the appalling state of things which their report 
revealed. The root of the difficulty was the same as that which 
confronts us in India to-day. Population had multiphed with 
astonishing rapidity. Comparatively good government had removed 
the natural check, while a stimulus had been supplied by priests and 
landlords. In three-quarters of a century the population of Ireland 
had nearly trebled For six months out of the twelve one-third of 
this population, or 2,386,000 people, were on the verge of starvation. 
Something had to be done; but what ? 

*-ft l^ie appropriation of the “ niTpliis revenue of the Triih Kstoblished 

Lniirch ui iieland * * to Geculor purpoies 
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The commissioners rcconimcnded a variety of palliatives: emi¬ 
gration, public works, model agricultural schools, reclamation of 
waste-bogs, and the like, Rut they slirnnk (and herein they were 
thoroughly representative of Irish opinion) from a poor law on the 
English lines. The Government regarded the rctiort as mconclusive, 
and the recommendations as inadequafe. They therefore sent over 
to Ireland Mr. Nicholls-an English Poor Law Commissioner-to 
make further inquiries. In six weeks he had presented his report, 
and on that report the Government framed their Bill, The whole 
country was to be divided into unions; each union was to be ad¬ 
ministered by a Board of Guardians, consisting in part of cm ojfm, 
in part of elected mcniliers; for tliese boards no minister of religion 
was to be eligible; there was to be no law of scltlemcnt, work- 
houses were to be erected; the workhouse-test was to be absolute; 
there was to be no out-door relief; indoor relief was to be given only 
to the destitute The Irish Act was the English Act of 1884, stripped 
of the settlement principle and ‘ ‘ out-door relief ”, For four years it 
was administered by English odlcials The Act was amended m 
1848, and again m 1847, mainly in an English direction. It has 
never been popular m Ii eland; but on the whole it has achieved a 
fair measure of success. 

The contents of this chapter afford sullicient evidence that, Death of 
during the first decade of Wing rule, Ireland was seldom far from the William 
surface of English politics But before the Irish Poor Law Bill and 
the Tithes Commutation Bill became law, an event ot first-raic 
importance occurred in England, On June 2()Lli, 1887, William IV. 
died; the Crown of Ilanovci devolved iqicn Ins brotber, the Duke 
of Cumberland,^ and that of Great Britain and Ireland, upon his 
young niece, Princess Victoria. 
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CHAPTER VII 


THE FIRST YEARS OF THE NEW REIGN 
(1887-18 Jl) 


Queen 'T'HE young Princess who was now called to ascend the tliioue 
Victoria X was the only child of her parents. Her father was Edward 
Duke of Kent (1767-1820), the fourth son of George HI., her mother 
was Victoria Mary Louisa (1780-1801), daughter of Francis Duke of 
Saxe-Coburg-Saalfeld and widow of the Prince of Lemingen, by 
whom she had a son and a daughter The Duke of Kent was a man 
of considerable ability and high chaiactcr, a keen soldier and, 
unlike his father and brotliers, a robust Liberal. lie was genuinely 
mtei-ested in the movement for the abolition of slavery, was zealous 
for popular education and voted for Catholic emancipation. He 
died at a comparatively early age, just before his fathei, m 1820, 
leaving his widow and infant child ^ in circumstances which were 
almost straitened. The Duchess of Kent was a woman of strong not 
to say stem oharacter and brought up her dtmghler both strictly and 
well. From her earliest years the young Piiiiccss was trained in 
habits of order, punctuahty, obcdienec, and sclf-sncrifioe. Her 
education was undertaken largely by the Diielicss lieisclf, assisted by 
Miss Lehzen, the Rev. George Davys,'' and a large slalf of masters 
for special subjects. Her political education, up to her accession to 
the throne, she owed mainly to her maternal uncle, Prince Leopold 
of Saxe-Coburg, who, but for the untimely and lamentable death of 
the Princess Charlotte, would himself have been Prince Consort of 
England.^ But though docile and considerate the Princess from her 
early years “ instinctively formed an independent judgment on any 
question that concerned her.” * Prince Leopold .she legnrded as a 
second father, and the long series of letters which passed between 
them proves how well her confidence and alTuctioii were justified.* 
In 1827 the death of the Duke of York rendered the ultimate succes¬ 
sion of the Princess almost certain On the accession of the Duke of 
Clarence (1880) she became hcir-presumptive, and m recognition of 
this fact Parliament voted to the Duchess of Kent an extra £10,000 
a year. Seven years later the death of William IV brought the 
Pnneess Victoria to the throne 

Theaitua- Just eighteen at the time of her accession. Queen Victoria was 

tion confronted with a difficult not to say a perilous situation. Canada 


iBorn May 24th, 1S1», 

® Afterwards Dean of Chester and Bishop of PetcrboroucU (181!9-1801) 

"King of tlie Belgians, 1881. 

! “f Qnfeii Viclona, i. , lierealU.r iiuoled us Q.V.h. 

‘ Q.F.I. passim. 
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was in rebellion, and lh(‘ Innguagf ot fonteinponiries proves Umt 
they regarded its separation from (IretiL Britain ir, a eontnigeuey by 
aonieans remote; Ireland was not far removed from the .stale of 
Canada; while in Engliincl tlie Charlisl agifation was just eoiniug 
to ahead. Worst of all. the position of the nionarehy was far from 
secure. Under George HI. the throne was pojmlar but not respected ; 
under George IV, it was neither; William IV. “ restored it,s popu- 
Iftiily hut not its dignity It was, f lien foie, the liist task of queen 
Victoria to re-establish the nionarehy in the alTeehons and respect of 
her people in general, and m parlieular to eoneiliatc the support of 
the middle classes who, sinei* IHtlii, had heroine the doimimnt power 
in the State, Conscspienlly it was “ .supieinely fortunate that the 
Queen by a providential gitt of teuiin nniicnt lliorou(dily niuler.stood 
the middle-class point of view ” ‘—a fuel demoiislialed in a thousand 
ways during the next Imlf-emitury 

The young Queen was fortunate m tlie peisoimlity of lier flr.st hnnlSlel- 
Minister. Lord Melhouuie cannot he eounteil among the greatest of 
English statesmen, hut he lias one .supreme title to our gratiliule 
he guided Queen Vietoria wisely, gently, and liuidy m tlie jiaths of 
constitutional rannarehy, 'The Queen was an ajiL iniinl, hut from 
the first hour of her icii'ii the foiee of her own [teisomdity svas ap¬ 
parent in all she did. Her Jommd, ,Iune fiOlli, lH;i7, reads thus! 

“at nine enmoLord Melhonrne whom I saw in my room and of course 
jttife alone as I shall nheei/.v do nil niy Minisler.s, He kissi cl my hand 
and I then aequauiteil him tluil it hud long been my intention to 
retain him and the rest of the present Mimsti y at the liend of nlfair.s 
and that it could not he iii latter Iminis than lus. . . I like him 

very much and feel eonlHlcnee m liitii He is a very .slnughlfoiward, 
honest, clcvci, and good man.” " How fortunaie I am,’" rIic wrote 
to King Leopold, “to luive at the la ad of my tlovermucnt a man 
like Lord Melbourne. . . He is ol the gieattsl use to me politically 
and privately." The young (iueeii had need of all the help and 
encom'agemcnt which MellKiurne could give her. Ills own position, 
ms fat from as.sured. In the (Jeiierul Kleetioii which ensued, the 
Conscmtivcg still further imiiroved their position, uumheiing 312 
as against 278 in the previous Parlmmeiit Knglaiid and Wales gave 
them a clear majority of 2t) against the ilmisters, but Scotland and 
Ireland redressed the halaiiee Even with lladieuls and O'Connellites, 
however, tlie Mmisleriuhsts could elium only a majority of 84. 

A short autumn session was devoted to the settlement of the newTUe new 
Civil List The result is of Inst,one sigiiiliennee, as marking the Wvil List 
climax of the gradual eliiuige which Iiatl been in prugrc.ss sinec the 
Revolution. Down to that lime there had been no disenminalion 
between the revemic of tin* Grown and that, of the luiluin. The 
institution of the Civil List under William 111. was the lirst ultempt 

^Q.V.L.1. 
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lo clear up the confusion The process then begun was earned 
further under his successors. The total sum voted to the Crown was 
gradually diminished, hut with each diminution the Crown was 
relieved of charges which belonged more' properly to Parliament. 
George 11. received the hereditary revenues with a parliamentary 
guaiantee that if they fell short of £800,000 a year the deficiency 
would be made good by Parliament. George HI. placed the heredi¬ 
tary revenues for the first time at the disposal of Parliament, and 
accepted m return the mimmum Cml List of his predecessor of 
£800,000 a year William IV, on his accession, surrendered to 
Parliament not only the “hereditary revenues,” but also certain 
miscellaneous and casual sources of revenue. In return he received 
a Cml List of £310,000 a year, divided into five departments, to 
each of which a specific annual sum was assigned At the same time 
the Civil List was further relieved of various extraneous charges. 
The process was completed on the accession of Queen Victoria. The 
Civil List was then fixed at £883,000 a year, distributed as follows : 
(1) Privy Purse, £60,000, (2) Household Salaries, etc , £131,280; 
(3) Royal journeys, etc., £172,300; (<t) Royal Bounty, £13,200; 
(3) Unappropriated, £8,040 The Crown still continued to enjoy the 
revenues of the Duchies of Lancaster and Cornwall, the latter being 
pait of the appanage of the Prmce of Wales ^ All other hereditary 
revenues were surrcndeied by the Queen to the nation, and the nation 
made an exceedingly good bargam. In 1887 the hereditary revenues 
amounted to less than £250,000 a year; m 1900 they were worth 
£452,000 a year—^more than sufficient to pay the whole Civil List. 
But the arrangement was in reality no less advantageous to the Crown 
than to the nation. The sum voted to the Queen proved indeed, in 
the later years of the reign, inadequate to the maintenance of the 
Royal state, but the Crown had its reward. Increase m national 
expenditure could no longer he ascribed either to the extravagance of 
the Court or to its desire to exercise illicit political influence. 

The Can- After the settlement of the Civil List Parliament was adjourned 
^lUon^^ until February, hut grave news from Canada led to its reassembling 
on January 16th. For some time past the condition of Canada had 
given rise to considerable anxiety. Many causes combined to excite 
discontent, more particularly m Lower or French Canada, but 
foremost among them was the constitutional difficulty. To under¬ 
stand this a brief retrospect is necessary. The Canada which passed 
under the dominion of Great Britain m 1763 was French Twenty 
years later there was superadded a British Canada, due largely to 
the immigration of the “ United Empire loyalists,” the expelled 
“ Tones ” from the Colonies which had cast off the British connection 
and become the United States. Between French and Engbsh, 

> The former noir (1011) pioduces about £60,000 a year, the Utter about 
680,000. 
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Roman Catholics and Protestants, friction, before long, arose. This 
Pitt attempted to assuage in his Canada Constitutional Act of 1791, 
and, for the tune being, with success. Under this Act Canada was 
divided into two Colonies : Upper and Lower, Oitawa and Quebec, 

In each there was to be a Governor, assisted by an Executive Council 
and a bi-cameral Legislature ; a Council of nonimccs and an elected 
House of Representatives In each land was .set apart for the en¬ 
dowment of the dominant Church For a time things went well, 
and m the war of 1812 the Canadians demonstrated their loyalty to 
Great Britain, ns they had in the War of Anicrictin Independence, 

But the Constitution of 1791 had one enu'ial defeol: the Executive 
was in no way responsible to the Legislature. This defect, combined 
with fiscal and ecclesiastical diillciilties, ultimately led to the break¬ 
down of the Constitution. In Lowex Canada, in particular, there 
was a prolonged eoiillict between the A.ssemhly and the Executive, 

“Having no influence in the choice of any imlilic functionary, no 
power to procure the removal of such as were obnoxious to it on 
merely political grounds, and seeing almost every olhcc in the Colony 
filled by persons in whom it had no confidence, ‘ the Assembly ’ had 
recourse to that ultima ratio of representative power, to which the 
more prudent forbearance of the Crown has never diiveii the House 
of Commons in England, and endeavoured to disable the whole 
machinery of Government by a general refusal of the supplies,” ^ In 
Upper Canada the same root difficulty existed, but, not being com¬ 
plicated by racial differences, it presented itself m n less accentuated 
form. Led by a young Frcnchnian, Louis J. Papmeau, a vain and 
self-seeking rhetorician, flic French parly in Lower Canada raised 
the standard of independence (3887). A party m Upper Canada, led 
by William Lyon Mackenzie, followed suit. In both Colonics the 
rebellion was ultimately suppressed without difficulty, but not before 
it had compelled the attention of the Home Governineiit to the 
menacing condition of affairs in British North Amciica. Hitherto 
the English Ministry had been disposed to minimize its significance 
Early in 1838, however, they decided to suspend the Canadian 
Constitution and to send out Lord Durham as High Commissioner. 

From a personal point of view, Durham’s mission to Canada wa.s Lord 
a fiasco; but the Bepoi t m which he embodied his views of the Durham’s 
problem, and prescribed remedies for its solution, is the most valuable 
State paper ever penned m reference to the evolution of Colonial pori 
self-government. Lord Durham recommended the union of the two 
Provinces; an increase in the numbers of the Legislative Council, 
a Civil List for the .support of the officiah ; a reform of municipal 
government, and, above all, that the Colonial Executive should be 
made responsible to the Colonial Legislature. “ We arc not now to 

'Lord Duiham, Repari on Canada, p 81 (ed Lucas), c/. also pp. fS, TC, and 
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consider the policy of establishing representative Government in the 
North American Colonies. That has been irrevocably done ... the 
Crown must consent to carry on the Government by means of those 
m whom the representative body has confidence.” ^ And again: 

“ The lesponsibihty to the United Legislature of all offlceis of the 
Government, except the Governor and his Secretary, should be 
seemed by every means known to the British Constitution. The 
Governor .. . should be instructed that he must carry on his Govern¬ 
ment by heads of departments m whom the United Legislation shall 
repose confidence ; and that he must look for no support from home 
in any contest with the Legislature, except on points involving 
strictly Imperial interests.” ^ Durham’s Report is rightly regarded 
as the Magna Carta of Colonial self-government. The Home Govern¬ 
ment accepted, frankly and unreservedly, the principles it enunciated, 
and made it the basis of their policy. But unfortunately for himself, 
Durham was less circumspect m action than sagacious on paper He 
had hardly set fool in Canada (May, 1838) before he outraged local 
feeling by the appointment of new and untried men to his Executive 
Council. That there was something to be said for a fresh start, for a 
council “ free from the infiuence of all local cabals,” is undeniable; 
and Charles Buller has said it well.^ The proceeding was not m 
excess of the dictatorial powers with which Lord Durham was 
endowed , but that three out of four Councillors should be his own 
private Secretaries was regarded as a glaring abuse, and worse was to 
come. On June 28th the Dictator issued an Ordinance pioclaiming 
an amnesty for all who had taken part m the late rebellion, with 
twenty-three exceptions. Of these, eight, who had pleaded guilty 
to high treason, were exiled to Bermuda, and fifteen others, including 
Papmeau, who had fled from Canada, were forbidden to return to it 
on pam of death. A loud outcry against these high-handed pro¬ 
ceedings arose both m the Colony and at home. The deportation of 
criminals to Bermuda was illegal, and the Imperial Government, 
therefore, decided to disallow the Ordinance, though they accepted 
a Bill to indemnify the author of it. Lord Melbourne was aghast at 
Lord Durham’s indiscretion. His conduct, he wrote to the Queen, 
“ has been most unaccountable. But to censure him now would 
either be to cause his resignation, which would produce great em¬ 
barrassment, and might produce great evil, or to weaken hiS authority, 
which is evidently most undesirable.” * Durham was deeply hurt at 
the disallowance of the Ordinance, and m the Proclamation announc¬ 
ing its disallowance he justified his own conduct and censured that 
of the Ministry at home. Having thus added to his original indiscre¬ 
tion he determined to resign On November 1st, 1888, he left 
Canada, and on landing at Plymouth he boasted that he had “ effaced 

IP. 2T8. 
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the remains of a disastrous rebellion As a matter of fncl> there 
was some recrudescence of insurrection in both Provinces luiniediatcly 
after his departure, but Sir John Colborne suppressed it with the loss 
of forty-five British soldiers, killed and wounded. 

The Durham Report was published in 1839, and the Government, 
both in adraimstriition and legislation, acted forthwith upon its 
recommendation. To Poulctt Thomson (Lord Sydenham), who 
succeeded Lord Durham as Governor-General, Lord John Russell 
wi’ote thus : “ Youi Excellency . . . must be aware that there is no 
surer way of earning the approbation of the Queen than by main¬ 
taining the harmony of the Executive with the legislative authorities ’ ’. 

In 1840 the Union Act was passed It provided for the union of 
Ontario and Quebec ; for a Parliament of two chambers: a Legis¬ 
lative Council of not fewer than twenty persons nominated by the 
Crown for life, and an elected House of Repiescntativcs ; and for a 
Civil List. Of the responsibility of the Executive there was, cm iously 
enough, no mention. The English practice was implicitly pre¬ 
supposed, but not until the Governorship of Lord Durham’s son-in- 
law, Lord Elgin, was the principle explicitly alTirmed. In 1847 
formal instructions were sent to the Govcinor “to act generally on 
the advice of the Executive Council, and to receive as members of 
that body those persons who might be pointed out to him as entitled 
to be so by their possessing the confidence of the Assembly ”, Thus 
was the central doctrine of Loicl Dmlmm’s licpmt definitely and 
finally accepted as the ruling principle of Canadian Government. 

The same pimciple has since been extended to all the more important 
Colonies in the British Empiie. Lord Durham’s brilliant but erratic 
career was closed by death in 1840 Lord Melbourne declared that 
he “ was raised, one hardly knows how, mto something of a factitious 
impoitance by his own extreme opinions, by the panegyrics of those 
who thought he would serve them as an instrument, and by tlic 
management of the Piess ”. The principal author of the Reform 
Bill of 1832, and of the Canadian Repmt ^ of 1839, whatever liis 
obvious fallings, can hardly be so lightly dismissed. 

The Goveinment of Canada was not the only problem which Clwrllsm 
troubled the first years of the Queen’s leign. On May 8th, 1838, the 
London Working Men’s Association published a summaiy of Llieii 
demands m a document subsequently known as The People's Charter. 

The points on which they insisted were six: annual Pailinments ; 
manhood suifrage, vote by ballot; the abolition of the property 
qualification for members of Parliament; payment ol members 
according to “ the wholesome practice of ancient times ” ; and equal 
electoral districts. This progiammc was an exact reproduction of 

^ This is not the place for a discussion of the diHleuIt question of the author¬ 
ship of the Durham Beport “'Wakelleld thought, Bullei -wrote it, Durham 
signed it—” represents one estimate. 
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that which had been adopted in 1780 by the Society tor Constitutional 
Infoimation—a society founded by Ma]or Cartwright and Home 
Tooke, and patronized by Charles James Fox. Chartism, though 
newly baptised, was clearly, therefore, no new thing. “ The matter 
of Chartism,” said Carlyle, “ is weighty, deep-rooted, far-extending ; 
did not begin yesterday; will by no means end this day or to¬ 
morrow.” 

What then was the genesis and meaning of the movement which 
reached a climax in 1888-1839 ’ “ Chartism,” said Carlyle again, 

“means the bitter discontent grown fierce and mad, the wrong 
condition, therefore, or the wrong disposition of the working classes 
of England Is the condition of the English working people 

wrong ? . . Or IS the discontent itself mad like the shape it took ? 
Not the condition of the working people that is wrong, but their 
disposition. , . .” Looking more closely we can discern that the 
Chartist movement represented a mass of accumulated discontent 
evoked by three causes ; social, economic, and political. The most 
serious fcatiu'e of that day was the entuc dislocation of social life, 
due to the rapid increase in the wealth of the middle class and the 
consequently widening gulf between employers and employed. 
Down to the great industrial revolution England had been m a very 
real sense a community. The events of the previous lialf-ceiitury 
had, unhappily, dissolved that community, and had shatlered the 
human ties which had bound man to man and class to class As a 
result, England had become a mere aggregation of atoms, disorganized, 
discontented, and antagonistic. Thus, m 1845, Disraeli wrote of 
“ two nations between whom there is no intercourse and no sympathy, 
who are as ignorant of each other’s habits, thoughts, and feelings as 
if they were dwellers m different zones, or inhabitants of different 
planets ”. In the picture which he drew m Sybil there may have 
been exaggeration, but it was the exaggeration of a truth, substan¬ 
tiated from such different quarters as Mary Barton, Yeast, and Alton 
Locke?- Not less serious than the social estrangement was the 
economic depression of the working classes, also due to the industrial 
changes of the last half-century. A senes of mechanical inventions 
had given a marvellous impetus to production ; wealth was increasing 
With unprecedented rapidity ; foreign trade was advancing by leaps 
and bounds , but the artisans and labourers complained that for 
them things were not betber but worse , that trade was more shifty; 
employment less constant; that wages were stationary or falling, 
and that food was getting dearer day by day. There was wealth in 
abundance, and created, as they thought, mainly by their labour, 
and yet many of them were starving. The problem seemed to them 
inscrutable. “ In the midst of plethoric plenty, the people perish.” 
But this was not all. Chartism had yet another side. Primal ily, 

iSyhd, published 1845 , Maty Barton, 1848 ; Yeasl, 1848 ; Alton LocU, 1860, 
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indeed, it was a political movement, due to the disappointment of the 
working classes at the limited scope of the Reform Bill of 1832, For 
the “Reform” agitation Chartists had, as we have seen, supplied 
the driving power. They looked, not unnaturally, for some share of 
the political spoils. They got nothing out of Reform except a lever 
for future agitation. Hence, when the Anti-Corn Law movement 
was inaugurated by Villicrs and Cobden and Bright, it was denounced 
by the Chartist leaders as a middle-class manoeuvre. “ If you give 
up your agitation for the Charter to helji the Free Traders,” said 
Thomas Cooper, “ they will not help you to get the Charter Don’t 
be deceived by the middle cla.sscs again. You helped them to get 
their votes, but where arc the flue promises they made to you? 

. . And now they want to get the Corn Laws repealed not for your 
benefit, but foi their own ” VVe need not inquire ns to the justice 
of the indictment, the words sulficiently indicate the temper of the 
Chartists, and explain the nature of their demands. Those demands, 
as we have scon, wcic exclusively political. That they were stimu¬ 
lated by Lord John Rus.sell’s declaration in 1837, that the Whigs 
meant the Reform Bill to be a final settlement, is certain. It was a 
challenge to which the Chartists responded from a hundred platforms. 
Great mcclings wcie held at Birmingham, Manchestci, and else¬ 
where, with the result, almost inevitable m .such movements, that 
the leadership fell into the hands of the more violent party. Early 
in 1839 a national cuiivcntion met in London, and then the schism 
between the “ moial force ” and the “ physical force ” Chartists 
reached a climax. Some of the “ moderates ” withdiew, and the 
lead w.as definitely assumed by men like Stephens and Feargus 
O’Connor, who were determined to attain Lhcir objects at the cost, if 
need were, of armed insurrection. Meanwhile, a monster petition, 
embodying five out of the six points, was presented to the House of 
Commons (June 14Ui, 1839) by Mr. Thomas Attwood, one of the 
membeis for Bumingliam. A month later (July 12th) the House 
refused even to consider it. Once more I.ord John expounded the 
Whig view as to tlie “ finality ” of the Reform Bill, and taunted the 
Chartists, not unjustifiably, with demanding constitutional levision 
as a prelude to communism 

There had aheady been serious noting in Birmingham on July 
4th, and three days after the refusal of the House to consider the 
petition it was resumed on a more menacing scale (July 15th). Still 
more serious was the outbreak among the Monmouthshire miners in 
the autumn, Iriitated by the arrest of Henry Vincent, “ the 
Chartist Demosthenes,” and the harsh treatment meted out to him 
in Monmouth gaol, the miners determined on his forcible relca.se. 
Led by John Frost, an ex-Mayor of Newport, who had been lately 
dismissed from the magisterial bench for seditious speeches, the 
mmeis planned an attack on the town and prison. The attack 
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miscarried, Ihe rioters -were dispersed by a few dozen soldiers and 
special constables. Thirty Chartists were killed, many were wounded; 
and their leader, Frost, and two companions were arraigned for high 
treason, were convicted, and sentenced to be drawn, hanged, and 
quartered. The sentence was commuted to one of transportation for 
life, and Frost was permitted in 1856 to return fiom Van Diemen’s 
Land to England. By that tune even the echoes of the Chartist 
riots had passed away. The disastrous fiasco of the “Battle of 
Newport ” marked the collapse of “ physical-forcc ” Chartism. The 
petition was presented again to the House in 1842, and for a third 
time presented and rejected m 1848. In the latter year the “ moral- 
force ” party were the victims of a fiasco not less signal than that 
which eight years before had arrested the “ physical-force ’’ move¬ 
ment. Chartism was literally laughed out of court. Nevertheless, 
Carlyle was right • “ The matter of Chartism will by no means end 
this day or to-morrow ”. Of their political programme most of the 
“points” have been already attained, and aheady political power 
has been employed for the adjustment of those economic and social 
conditions m which, from the first, Chartism found its mdtts 
-jjjj The Chartist agitation was only one of the many embarrassments 

JamdcR by which the Melbourne Mimstry was beset. The Anti-Corn Law 
League came into being under the leadership of Villiers and Cobden 
m 1889 ; the Radicals and Tory Socialists spared no efforts to foment 
the agitation against the new Poor Law “ Bastilles ” ; the repeal 
movement was definitely inaugurated in Ireland in 1840 But it 
was a Colonial question which actually led to their resignation. The 
abohtion of Colonial slavery naturally created friction between the 
West Indian planters and the Home Government. In April, 1830, 
the Government introduced the Bill to suspend the Constitution of 
Jamaica for five years, and to vest dictatorial powers in a Governor 
and two or three Commissioners. The Bill was carried only by a 
majonty of five, and the Ministry', feeling it to be impossible to force 
it through Committee, announced their resignation. 

The Bed- To the girl-Queen the resignation of her first Prime Minister 
chamber caused acute pain,—a truth which she had no mind to conceal either 
ques lor outgoing or the mcomuig Mimsteis.^ But she steeled 

herself to send for the Duke, who persuaded her to confide the for¬ 
mation of a Ministry to Peel Both to Wellington and Peel the 
Queen ingenuously confessed her confidence in Lord Melbourne, 
“ who had been to her quite a parent ”. The Duke was sympathetic; 
Peel seemed to her “ such a cold, odd man, she can’t make out what 
he means ”. “ The Queen ” (as she wrote to Melbourne) “ don’t 
like his maimer after— Oh I how different, how dreadfully different 
to that frank, open, natural, most kind, warm manner of Lord 
Melbourne.” Peel’s lack of sympathy and manners was laigely 
* Cf Q.V L. 1 194 seq 



115 


1841] TIIK llEDCIIAMBJai QUESTION 

responsible for the difficulty which ensued. Having succeeded iii 
securing the assistance not only of Wellington but of Sir James 
Graham and Lord Stanley, he laid a list of his proposed Cabinet 
before the Queen, and at the siinie time mlimatcd that it would be 
necessary to change llie Household officeis, including some of the 
Ladies. The (iuccii took ahum and Hew to Melbourne for advice, 
and on it she acted. Peel insisted that it wns essential that “ he 
should have that public, proof of your Majesty’s entire support and 
confidence which would be alToided by the permussion to make some 
changes in that part of your Majesty’s Household which your Majesty 
resolved on mnmtauung entirely without change That the 
Household officers m Parliament should be changeil was accepted as 
axiomatic. The Queen understood Peel to demand in addition that 
all her Ladies should be eliaiiged ns well. This course she conceived 
to be as “ contrary to usage,” as it wns ecrtauily “ repugnant to her 
feelings ”. As a result, the Queen cleehncd to give way, Peel resigned 
his commission, and to the groat and undisguised joy of the Queen 
the Melbourne Ministry was remsLated Lord Ashley’s testimony to 
the entire good feeling of Peel is conclusive : “ I am sure that no 
parent ever felt towards liis own daughter a more deep sense of duty 
and affection than he did towards Queen Vicloria,” but that the 
Queen should be suirouiided by Wing Ladies, relalions and fiiciids 
of the late Miiiislry seemed to liim both unconstitutional and un¬ 
reasonable. It IS now clear that Peel would have been satisfied with 
some changes; the Queen as rcgaids the Ladies would have noiie.^ 

On resuming office the Whig Cabinet look the unusual slop of pulling 
on record and comniuuienlirig lo the Queen the following nimute: 

“ That for the purpose of giving lo an Admmistralion that cliaraeter 
of efficiency and stability and those iimilcs of the crinstitutioniil sup¬ 
port of the Crown which are requiicd to enable it to act usefully for 
the public SCI vice, it is reasonable Unit the gieal olliees of the Court 
and the situations in the Ilou.sehold held by menibeis of cither 
House of Parliament should be included in Ihe jiolitical arrangements 
made on a change of Administration , but they are nut of opinion 
that a similar principle should be applietl or cxLended to the offices 
held by Ladies m her Majesty’s Household ” It should be added 
that it was not long before ihe Queen learned to give her entire 
confidence to Peel, and that sixty years later she remaiked to Sir 
Arthur Bigge (her Private Secretary), “ I wns very young then, and 
perhaps I should act dilfcrcntly if it was all to be done again ”.® 

It was no lust for office which hi ought Loul Melbourne buck but Mel- 
a sheer sense of chivalry—an unwilhngncbs “ to abandon his Sovereign 

recoil- 

^ See in parliculur, QV L i 214, ami IVel, I'anera, i lUll-UOS slruotcd 

“Q.Vi, 1 21(1 Tlii'i iiaiiiginjiU was rend liy I,otd .Tolin Hiiswll in the 
Ilouae uf Comimins iii the eourse ul Uie imni'di rial expluniitiun, May UlHl. 

"QVL 1 211 
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m a situation of difficulty and distress ” It was not, as we have 
seen, a bed of roses to wluch he retui ned. In the House of Commons 
the Ministry was palpably weakening. They earned their new 
Speaker, Mr Shaw Lefevre, against the Tory nominee, Mr. Goulburn, 
only by a majonty of eighteen, and during the recess the Cabinet 
was reconstructed. Mr Charles Giant, who had become Lord 
Glenelg in 1885, retired from the Colonial Office, Lord .Tohn Russell 
took his place, and was succeeded at the Home Office by Lord 
Normanby; Lord Clarendon joined the Cabinet as Privy Seal, and 
Lord Morpeth as Chief Secretary for Ireland Baring succeeded 
Spring Rice as Chancellor of Exchequer ; Macaulay, Lord Howick as 
Secretary-at-War, and Henry Labouchere, Poulett Thomson at the 
Board of Trade But no reconstruction could permanently restore 
the waning popularity of the Mmisti-y. 

Penny The adoption of Penny Postage though provided for in the Budget 
Postage of 1889 redounded not to the credit of Ministers but of Rowland 
BQ(Hai*'''^*^Hill. The reduction of the stamp duty on newspapers to one penny 
reforms (1886), the permission given to Dissenters to celebrate their mar¬ 
riages in their own Chapels (1836); the abolition of the use of the 
pillory, and the removal of a number of crimes from the category of 
capital offences—all these contributed sensibly to social well-being. 
Even more important was the creation (1889) of a new Committee of 
the Pnvy Council to supervise elementary education—a measure 
accompanied by an increase of the giant from £20,000 to £30,000 
and by the appointment of inspectors. But the most pressing need, 
a supply of tiained teachers, was not met. Russell did indeed 
propose the establishment of a Government normal school, but the 
opposition of the Church parly was so fierce that the proposal was 
dropped Even stripped of this clause the Bill was carried only by 
a majority of two. 

Publicity Less contentious, but not less significant were two changes calcu- 
designed, to bnng members of Parhament more diiectly 
proceed- under the control of their constituents. In the old Houses of 
mgs Parliament, destroyed by fire m 1834, there were no facilities for 

parliamentary reporters. To report speeches made m Parhament 
was then, as it always had been and still is, a breach of privilege ; 
but the practice had long been tacitly permitted. In the new par- 
hamentary buildings special provision was made for reporters, and 
m 1840 legislative protection was accorded to their reports. In 1837 
Messrs. Hansard, the printers to the House of Commons, were sued 
by J. J Stockdale for a libel contained m a Parliamentary Paper.^ 
The Courts decided m favour of Mr. Stockdale, and consequently m 
1840 an Act was passed providing that on the production of a certi¬ 
ficate from the Lord Chancellor or the Speaker certifying that the 

1 For details, which are ot great importance, cf Robertson, Cases and Docu- 
mcnls, pp 3E0 seq , Anson, Lem of Canshtvhon, i 160-177 
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publication was under the authority of either House, the Courts 
should stay proceedings. Thus the last barrier to the publication of 
debates was removed. One other step m the same direction was taken 
m 1S36 when the House of Commons for the first time authorized 
the publication of Division Lists, an example followed by the Lords 
in 1857. 

Not by such achievements, unobtrusive though solid, is the life The 
of a Ministry prolonged. In 1840 public interest was largely con- Queen’s 
centrated on the marriage of the young Queen, and in connection 
with this matter her Whig friends made more than one blunder. The 
Queen’s choice of her cousin Prince Albert of Saxe-Coburg Gotha to 
be her Consort was largely due to the good offices of King Leopold, 
the uncle of both parties. Prince Albert and his cider brother were 
invited to visit England in 1886, and the Princess wi’ote ecstatically 
to T^m g Leopold about the charms of the young Prince. On Nov¬ 
ember 23rd, 1839, the Queen formally announced her engagement to 
the Privy Council, and on the opening of Parliament (Jan. 16th, 1840) 
repeated the announcement. It was received with mingled feelings 
by the nation. Every one sympathized with the Queen in the 
prospect of a marriage of affection, but there were m some quarters 
strange misgivings. “The ultra-Tones,” wrote Stockmar, “arc 

filled with prejudice against the Prince.They give out that he 

is a Radical and an Infidel.” ^ The Wings committed various m- 
exousablc blunders In announcing the marriage they omitted to 
state the fact that Prince Albert was a Protestant. A foolish 
turmoil arose in Parliament Was the Prince a Roman Catholic or 
an Infidel ? It is difficult to undcr.stand Wellington’s conduct in 
this matter, and still more difficult to defend it. But not less in¬ 
defensible was the blundering of the Ministers. Stockmar had 
satisfied them as to the facts, and they had simply neglected to pass 
on the assurance to Parliament With equal folly and carelessness, 
and m defiance of the express advice of Stockmar, they avoided an 
understanding with the Opposition leaders as to the amount of the 
Pimce’s annuity. The Ministers proposed £60,000, the sum enjoyed 
by the Queens Consort of George II., George HI., and William IV. 
Colonel Sibtliorp, an Ultra-Tory, moved to reduce it to £30,000 ; he 
was supported by the Radicals and by Peel, and earned his motion 
by a majority of 104. This was a serious rebuff to the Ministry and 
a source of profound and natural annoyance to the Queen A third 
difficulty remained The Queen wished her husband to have the 
style and precedence of King-Consort. The Ministers insisted, 
perhaps rightly, on following the precedent of Queen Anne’s reign ; 
but in the Bill for the natuializalion of the Prince a clause was 
inserted giving him precedence on all occasions next after llic Queen. 

Again the Whigs were likely to suffer delcat, and again for lack of 
' Memom, ii 2Z 




118 THE FIKST YEAES OF THE NEW REIGN [1887. 

preliminary negotiations with their powerful opponents. Stockmar, 
acting as the Prince’s representative, insisted that further rebuff 
must be avoided; the clause was withdrawn, and the Queen sub¬ 
sequently bestowed precedence on the Prince by an Order in Council. 
On February 10th, 1840, the marriage took place in St. James’s 
Palace with great splendour and amid every sign of popular appro¬ 
bation. Later in the year an Act was passed, unopposed save by 
the Duke of Sussex, naming the Prince Regent, should the Queen die 
leaving issue. 

Fall of The life of the Whig Ministry was ebbing fast. But they suffered 

the Mel- much for their virtues as their sins. Nothing in their career did 

MiSVi more honour than the Poor Law and the Factory Act, but 
Sept. the former was denounced as inhuman alike by Radicals and Tories, 
while the latter alienated the Liberal manufacturers. Nor did they 
derive much credit from their Irish policy From the Irish peasant 
it evoked little gratitude, and among the English middle classes it 
created mistrust. Moreover, the country now enjoyed the luxury of 
an alternative. The old Tory party had reeled for a time under the 
shock of 1832. Thanks, however, to the unfailing sagacity and 
patient skiU of Peel, the phoenix of Conservatism arose before long 
from the ashes of Toryism. The “ Tamworth Manifesto,” conceived 
with admirable judgement, had reassured the country and recon¬ 
structed the party. Not since 1885 had tlie Whigs been really 
masters in their own house. Six weary and liumihating years of 
office they had endured, but without tasting the sweets of power 
To what a position had they now come 7 “ The Right Honourable 
member for Tamworth,” said Mr Leader, the Liberal member for 
Westminster, “ governs England; the honourable and learned 
member for Dublin governs Ireland ; the Whigs govern nothing but 
Dowmng Street.” Their Irish taskmaster had extorted a modicum 
of legislative work, and m return had been loyal to the “ compact ” 
But his patience was exhausted and his own foothold insecure. 

It was otherwise with Peel. His position was impioving every 
day. For years past he had held the Whigs in the hollow of his 
hand. Except for the Queen’s natural reluctance to part with her 
Ladies, the Whigs would have been ousted in 1839 Lord Melbourne’s 
chivalry induced him to resume the irksome task. But the final 
release was now at hand. The Bill for the removal of the Jews’ 
Civil Disabilities, though it passed the Commons, was rejected in the 
Lords; the Government was defeated on the Budget in May, and, 
at the beginning of June, Peel carried by a majority of one a vote of 
no-confidence. The Government appealed to the country, the 
elections went heavily against them, and on the assembling of the 
new Parliament amendments to the Address were carried against the 
Mimstry in both Houses: in the Lords by seventy-two, in the 
Commons by nmety-one. In Ireland O’Coiiuell’s party was shattered. 
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Barely a dozen Repealers regained their seats, and not a single 
recruit was found. O’Connell himself lost his scat in Dublin; Ins 
son was defeated in County Carlow. 

On August 80 til the Whig Ministers announced their resignation, 
and the Queen entrusted the formation of a new Government to Sir 
Robert Peel. 

With charnclenstic chivalry and good sense Lord Melbourne Close of 
strove to reconcile the Sovcieign to her new Ministers. His success 
may be counted as his final act of service to his Queen and country, cutcer 

He led the Opposition in the House of Lords until m October 
1842, he was prostrated by a stroke of paralysis. By 18di0 he was 
sufficiently recovered to attend a meeting of Peers at Lansdowne 
House, and, though personally opposed to the repeal of the Corn 
Laws, and moved to profound indignation by Peel’s conversion,^ he 
advised the Peers not to oppose repeal. He suffered a transient 
pang of disappointment at being left out of the Russell Ministry m 
1846; but liis liealtli, as he himself acknowledged, was unequal to 
office, and in 1848 the end came 

His work was done To linn the Queen had served her political 
apprenticeship. Never foigciful of the lessons he taught, she had 
now found adviseis who were worthy of the conhdciicc she reposed 
in them, Among these the most constant was naturally Prince 
Albert. Of his “judgment, temper, and discretion” Melbourne 
formed “the highest opinion,” and on relinquishing olllce he felt “ a 
great consolation and sceuiity m the reflection that he left the Queen 
m a situation in wliicli she had the ine.slmial)lc advantage ol such 
advice and assistance ” “ lie had the furthei satisfaction before 
his death of seeing the new reign fairly launched upon a voyage, if 
not of unruffled calm, at least of unprecedented prosperity, 

* “ Ma’am, it’s a damued dishonest thing," was Ins commout to the (iucen,— 

Gieville, 

^Q.VL 1 . 086 . 
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CHAPTER VIII 

the EOHEIGN policy op LOHD PALMERSTON 
(1880-1841) 

N O reference has been made in the last two chapters to the rela¬ 
tions of Great Britain and hei- neighbours. For two reasons: 
on the one hand, because domestic politics during the period under 
review were sufficiently absorbing to entitle them to exclusive 
consideration; on the other, because the foreign policy of the Whig 
Government can be rendered more intelligible by separate and 
continuous treatment. 

The responsibility for that policy attaches primarily to one of 
the most remarkable political personalities of the nineteenth century 
—^Heniy John Temple, third Viscount Palmerston in the peerage of 
Ireland. Bom in lYSi, Palmerston’s life covers nearly two-thirds of 
the long reign of George III.; the whole of that of George IV.; the 
whole of that of William IV., and nearly half that of Queen Victoria. 
He sat in sixteen different Parliaments, under four different monarchs; 
he was in the House of Commons for nearly sixty years; in office 
for nearly fifty , he was a member of every Ministry, except those 
of Peel and Lord Derby, between 1807 and 1 865 ; he touches Pitt 
and Fox at one end of his life, at the other he was the rival of 
Disraeh and the colleague of Gladstone He started his political life 
as a Tory, and at the age of twenty-five was offered by Spencer 
Perceval his choice of the Exchequer or the Secretaryship at War.^ 
He chose the War Office, and there he remained for nearly twenty 
years (1809-1828), serving under five Tory Prime Ministers. Of his 
successive Chiefs the one with whom he was in closest sympathy was 
Canning, and much of his own work at the Foreign Office represents 
an attempt to put into practice the principles he had imbibed from 
that statesman In 1828 he seceded with other Canningites from 
Wellington’s Administration, and in 1830 he joined that of Lord 
Grey as Foreign Secretary. Except for a few months (Dec. 1884 to 
April 1885) he remained at the Foreign Office without bieak for 
eleven years. 

From Cannmg Palmerston inhented two problems of great 
intricacy : the one concerned Greece and the Balkan Peninsula, the 
other the Iberian. To the near Eastern question there was added 
during his own regime that of the Far East; while much nearer 
home a delicate and difficult situation was created by the refusal of 
the Belgian Provinces to accept as permanent the settlement of 1814. 
Of all the Items m that Settlement there was none which gave 

Autobiography ap. Lytton Bulwer, Appendix, p 371. 
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greater satisfaction to its authors than the union of the whole of theiiieBel- 
JjOW Countries—the Austrian or Spanish Netherlands and theg'onrcvo 
United Provinces—-under the Sovereignty of the House of Orange. 

It had long been the dream of European diplomacy to erect a .stout 
barrier between France and Germuny. The project was particu¬ 
larly near the heart oi Pitt, and it wns actually aceomplished by liis 
disciple, Lord Castlcreagli. The latter had intended, as a further 
guarantee for the security nl Hritish intcro.sls in the narrow seas, 
that the King of the Netherlands .should marry the Princess Clinrlolte, 
the heiress to the Briti.sh throne. That project was defeated by the 
firmness of the Prmec.ss, who preferred to wed the Coburg Priiiee 
who—by a curious turn in the wheel of fortune~suhsef[uently 
became the first King of tlie Bc'lgiaiis. None the less, Castlereagh 
shared the satisfaction of the other Chancelleries at the consumma¬ 
tion of their diplomatic handiwork in the new kingdom of the 
Netherlands 

One factor, unforLunatcly, was studiously ignored by the diplo¬ 
matists of Vienna—the wishes of the peoples immediately concerned. 

The neglect of this elementary coiisideiation proved fatal to the 
prolonged existence of tlie new barrier knigrlorn Belwccir lire 
Dutch of the Northern Provinces and the Walloons and Flemings of 
the South there was little m fomiiion. Raeinlly Ihey were of course 
akin, but despite the large udmixlure of Flemish blood, the peoples 
of the Belgian Provinces weic wliolly French in sympathy, and for 
more than twenty years they had acluaily formed part of France. 

In creed and in liisloiienl tradition North aiul South weie sharply 
divided, and this division was aeeentuatcd liy commercial rivalry. 
Neveitheloss, a wise and eonciluitory jioliey on tlie part of tlie House 
of Orange, adopted iii 1814 and steadily pursued, might have done 
much to obhlcittte diirereiices, and to weld North and .South into 
a united Power il not into a, united Peojilc. Such pohey was con¬ 
spicuously lacking. King William was " one of those clever men 
who constantly do foolish things, and one of those obstinate men who 
support one bad measure by another worse The Dutch, though 
numerically inferior,“ treated Belgium almost as a conquered province. 

This absorption wns strongly resisted by the Belgian patriots, and 
they found sturdy allies in the Clericals, who were specially incensed 
against the Calvinist authorities of Holland Now, as in 1790, 

Clericals and Democrats combined against an alien ruler, and both 
found encouiagement and opportunity m the general upheaval of 
1880. 

The French Revolution of July, though not intrinsically of first- 
rate importance, excrci.scd a considerable influence on the neighbours 
of France, and particularly, as was natural, upon the Belgian Pro¬ 
vinces. An insurrection broke out in Brussels on August 26th, and 

^ Dalliiig, Valnietalan, ii. 2. • UiiluU, 2,281,780 , Belgians, 8,777,738. 
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quickly spread to Lifege, Louvain, Ghent, and other towns. The 
TCing offered a considerable measure of devolution, the Belgians 
demanded independence. The Holy Allies were strongly opposed to 
the destruction of a corner-stone of the edifice of 1814, but the 
Belgians found a warm friend in Palmerston who in November, 1880, 
succeeded to the English Foreign Office. Palmerston was convinced 
that a recognition of Belgian independence was the only alternative 
to its absorption by France. Of the two alternatives the latter 
appeared the more imminent. In 1829 Prince Polignac had, with 
the sanction of his master Charles X., drafted a plan for the recon¬ 
struction of the map of Europe as drawn m 1816. This included the 
acquisition by France of Belgium “ as far as the Meuse, the mouth 
of the Scheldt, and the Sea,” m particular the annexation of Antwerp.^ 
The change of Government in 1880 effected little modification in 
the essential ambitions of France, and they were thwarted only by 
the firmness and skill of Palmerston. On November 4th the Powers 
agreed, in conference in London, to impose upon Holland and 
Belgium an armistice. This was accepted, but the Belgian National 
Congress which met in the following week demanded Belgian inde¬ 
pendence, a monarchical form of Government, and the exclusion of 
the House of Orange-Nassau. Thereupon, Lord Palmerston induced 
the London Conference to accept m principle the independence of 
Belgium (Dec. 20th), and to lay down certain bases de sdpai ation, 
Holland accepted the draft convention; Belgium, on the contrary, 
incensed by the assignment of the whole of Luxemburg to Holland 
and also by the financial stipulations,® rejected it. In thus throwing 
down the glove to Europe the Belgians relied on the support of 
France, whose diplomacy at this juncture was far from straight¬ 
forward.® On February 8rd, 1881, the Belgians took the bold step 
of electing as theu King the Due de Nemours, the second son of 
King Louis Philippe, Palmerston firmly refused to allow Belgium 
to become, with or without Luxemburg, a French province, and on 
February 17th Louis Philippe was induced to decline the Crown on 
his son’s behalf. But it was not easy to find a suitable alternative. 
Prince Leopold of Saxe-Coburg, who had already refused the Crown 
of Greece, was suggested. The French Ministry was aghast. “ Si 
Saxe-Coburg met un pied en Belgique, nous lui tirerons des coups de 
canon,” was Marshal Sebastiam’s first comment. But wiser counsels 
and the firmness of Palmerston prevailed. It was understood that 
Leopold would marry an Orleamst Princess, and on June 4th the 
Crown was offered to, him. The London Conference agreed on 
certain modifications of the bases de sdparation, and on June 26th 
Leopold accepted the Crown 

^ Stockmar, Memovts, i 189 

“ Belgium was to be responsible for of the pubhc debt 

= See Dallmg, Palmerston, ii. 22-139. 
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A wiser choice could nol liave been made , but the difficulties 
which confronted the new monarch were appalling. Holland, 
hitherto acquiescent, refused the modifications in the bases dc sdpara- 
iions upon which Leopold’s acceptance of the Crown was conditional, 
and promptly deohuing war marched 50,000 men into Relgium. 
Belgium, defenceless, appealed for succour to England and France. 
Louis Philippe immediately complied, and war between France and 
Holland—perhaps a Eurojiean conflagration—^was averted only by the 
good offiees of Great Rritain. Once more (Aug 28rd) an armistice was 
accepted by the combatants, and once more cliplonmcy—particularly 
that of Palmerston—got its chance. Rut the situation was still full 
of peril for Belgium, for Europe, and for (irisit Riilaui. France was 
now in military oceiipa I ion of Belgium, though Palmerston bluntly 
told her that she could remain there only on pain of war with England. 
Clearly, however, the French troops could not be withdrawn until 
the safety of Belgium, on the side of Holland, was .sccuied This was 
the crux of the situation Only from Fi aiice could Belgium obtain 
effective assistance ; yet France was only half-trusted by Belgium, 
while by England and the rest of Europe she was wholly mistrusted. 
How was France to be got out of Belgium without endangoimg the 
latter’s new-won independence ? From this dilemma Palmerston 
extricated himself and Belgium with consuinniale adroitness. King 
Leopold undertook to raze the forliliealions of Menm, Ath, Mens, 
PhiUippeville and Marionburg ; I he I'ki neh thereupon ^villidrew, and 
the London Conference iiroposed a Hurd soheme for the settlement 
of the outstanding chlficultios botw'cim Ilollniul and Belgium. The 
first (Jan. 1881) Holland had ueeepted and Belgium had refused; 
the second (June 2fllh) Belgium accepted but Holland refused. The 
third (Nov. fSth) proposed that Luxemburg—llie vHal point in 
dispute—should be divided. To thus Holland objected, and being 
still in possession of the cidadel of Antwerp refused to give way. 
France sent a force to besiege the citadel; an English fleet blockaded 
the Scheldt. The citadel was heroically defended by General Chassd, 
and not until December 2ard, 1882, v/as he compelled to surrender 
The Poweis were now unanimous in their recognition of Belgian 
independence, and m May, 1838, Holland acquiesced. Not, however, 
until 1839 were the articles of November 16th embodied in a definite 
treaty between the two countries immediately eoneerned, Thus, 
thanks to the firmness of Palmeston, three definite results had been 
achieved: an essential part of the settlement of Ifilli had been 
destroyed without a European war ; an indejiendent Belgian Kingdom 
under a constitutional monarchy and a European guarantee, had 
been brought into being ; and l<’rance, though the most effusive and 
most effective friend of Belgium, hud been compelled to forego any 
hope of temtonal acquisition for herself.^ 

^The tlfplomalic eorreBpoiulenee will lie foiiurl in Dalling'a Palrnoston, and 
much valuable comment in .Stockinar’a JMeuioiis, i. 8-11. 
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Affiaiisin From Belgium Palmerston’s attention was next turned to the 
Portugal Iberian Peninsula. Nowhere did he show himself more indisputably 
and Spam Canning than in regard to Portugal and Spam. It is 

difficult for us to appreciate, still less to share, the interest which the 
internal aSaws of the Iberian Pemnsula excited in the statesmen of 
that generation. Palmerston, like Canning, regarded it as the one 
available arena in which to countermine the absolutist tendencies of 
the Holy Alliance. It is true that, like his master, Palmerston paid 
lip-homage to the principle of non-intervention ; but in practice that 
principle wore very thin. It would indeed be difficult to prove that 
Palmerston was less zealous to intervene on behalf of Liberalism than 
were the Holy Allies on behalf of absolutism. 

Between the situations then existing in the two countries of the 
Iberian Peninsula there was a curious parallel. In both, politics 
were in a very disturbed condition; in both, the Liberals and 
Absolutists alike found champions in the Royal House; in both, 
there was a young Queen under tutelage representing the cause of 
“ constitutionalism ” ; m both, there was an uncle claiming a throne 
in alliance with the forces of absolutism. In July, 1881, Dom Pedro, 
having abdicated the throne of Brazil in favour of his son, arrived in 
England, the real head-quarters of the Portuguese Constitutionalists. 
A year later he landed m Oporto to support his daughter Maria 
against the claims of his brother Dom Miguel. France and England 
had already been compelled to send fleets to the Tagus to afford 
protection to their respective subjects, and obtain satisfaction for 
outrages committed upon them. Under a thin veil of diplomatic 
decorum France and England were now united in an active alliance 
with the Constitutionalists against the Miguehsts. Pedro’s fleet was 
commanded by an Englishman, his army by a Frenchman ; and both 
in navy and army many Englishmen and Frenchmen served as 
“ volunteers ”. In the summer of 1833 Miguel’s fleet was annihilated 
by Napier off Cape St. Vincent; Petro entered Lisbon in July, and 
Donna Maria was crowned Queen. 

Chrfstiiios Events had been moving in a similar direction in Spam. On 
29th, 1888, Ferdinand VII. died, leaving a young widow 
Spam yo^g daughters Until his marriage (en quatrUmes noces) 

with Maria Christina of Naples Ferdinand had been childless, and his 
brother Don Carlos had every prospect of succession to the throne 
The latter’s prospects were still further improved by the fact that 
since ITia the Sahe law had prevailed in Spam. But on Ferdinand’s 
marriage with Christina he revoked this law by Pragmatic Sanction. 
Shortly afterwards a daughter, Isabella, was born, and on his death 
was declared Queen, with her mother Christina as Regent. Don 
Carlos—^backed by all the forces of absolutism—protested against 
this feminine usurpation, and on October 4th, 1838, was proclaimed 
King. Christina was consequently compelled to fling herself into 
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the arms of the Liticrals, and granted a craistitution known 85 the 
Estatnio Beal Paliticraton’s ccunineiit on these events is highly 
significant of the penni of view irom which he regarded all continental 
nolitics. “ The triuinpli of Maria and the accession of Isabella will 
be important events in Europe, and will give great strength to the 
Liberal party.” ^ 

That party was still further strenglhcned by the conclusion The 
(Apnl 22nd, 1884) of a formal alliance hetn cen Great Britain, France, Quad 
Spain, and Portugal. This treaty provided for joint action helween 
the continetmg parties for tlie expulsion of the Infants, Carlos and 
Miguel, from Spam and Portugal lespectively. Palmerston was 
highly elated at the results of ins diplonuicy • “ a capital hit and all 
my own doing ” Ilis motives arc clearly revealed in the following 
letter to his brother, William Temple : “ 1 reckon this to be a great 
stroke In the first place it will settle Portugal, and go some way to 
settle Spam also. . . . But, what is of more permanent and extensive 
importance, it establishes a Quaduiplc Alliance among the constitu¬ 
tional States of the West, which will serve as a powerful counterpoise 
to the Holy Alliance of the East.... I should like to sec Mcttcrnich’s 
face when he reads our treaty.” The sting was in the tail The 
Infants were to be expelled horn Spain, less for the advantage of the 
Spaniards and the Portuguese than ns n countcr.stroke to the hhistern 
Courts In its immediate aim the alliance was undeniably elfective. 

In May, 1884, Dom Miguel agreed, by the Treaty of Evora, to leave 
Portugal and renounce his claim to the throne, and m June Don 
Carlos retired to England. All thi.s wa.s the eirect, in Palmerston’s 
view, of his diploinaey. ” Nothing over did so well as the Quadruple 
Treaty; it has ended a war whieh might otliciwise have lasted 
months ” The military situation was nil in favour of the Infants, 

“but the moral effect of the treaty cowed them all 

It did not cow them for long. On the dismissal of the Melbourne 


Government in November, 1884, Palmersloii congratulated himself 
on the results of his four years’ work. ” Portugal is settled ; Spain 
IS safe; Belgium cannot be ruined, though they may cnjiple it by 
putting high duties on the Scheldt ” As regards Belgium and 
Portugal he had warrant for liis .salisfaclioii, as legaids Siiain it was 
premature. With the details of the civil war in Spam, with the 
alternating successes of Carlists and Chiislinos, tins work cannot 
concern itself One point, however, demands notice Between 
Palmerston and the OrkniiiisL rdgimc in France there had never been 
complete accord. As eoniiiarcd with the Courts ol Beiliii, Vienna, 
and St. Petersburg that of Louis Philippe was “ Liberal,” and, there¬ 
fore, worthy of encouragement from the Whig rulers of England. 


’To \y Temple, October 8tli, 1B88. ’WUllum Temple was Butish lOuvoy at 
Naples, 1832-185C 

“Pfl/rtin11 107. 
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But Palmerston was always suspicious of France in regard to Belgium, 
and the mistrust engendered thei'c was intensified by French policy 
in the Peninsula. In Western Europe differences did not reach an 
acute stage until the Spaiush marriage question emerged in 1846. 
But, long before that, the Anglo-French entente had been broken by 
the development of events in the East. 

The East- When Canning died Great Britain held a commanding position in 
era quea- ^]jg affmrs of Eastern Europe, but the fruits of his bold and sagacious 
diplomacy were to a large extent dissipated by the tunorous policy 
of his successor. If, indeed, tlie Peace of Adrianople was, as 
Wellington averred, the death-blow to the independence of the 
Ottoman Empire m Europe, the blow was paitly inflicted by the 
Duke himself. The abrupt reversal of the policy of Cannmg; the 
apology for Navarmo and the withdrawal of England from ]omt 
action with Russia, gave to the latter a free hand to deal with the 
Ottoman Empire as she would. The natural result was seen in the 
Treaty of Adrianople.* 

Mehemet During the next decade the danger to the integrity of the Ottoman 
^ Empire proceeded from another quarter. In order to suppicss the 
Greek insurrection, the Sultan, as we have seen, had recourse to the 
dangerous expedient of callmg to his aid a powerful and ambitious 
vassal. But for the intervention of the Powers, Mehemet All, the 
Albanian adventurer who ruled Egypt avowedly in the name of the 
Sultan, would have made short work of the Greeks. As it was he 
got his reward, ostensibly in the cession of Crete, much more in the 
improvement of his general position in the Ottoman Emphe. Not 
content with this, Mehemet All in 1881 demanded for his son Ibrahim 
the Pashalik of Damascus. The Porte refused, and m 1882 Ibrahim 
attacked and conquered Syria, which, like Egypt itself, was under 
vassaldom to Turkey. The Sultan, in alarm, appealed to the Powers. 
England was pie-occupied. France adhered to the Napoleonic view 
in regard to Egypt. Russia alone was ready to go to the assistance 
of the Porte. But Russia’s friendship was, not unnaturally, suspect 
at Constantinople. In December, 1882, Ibrahim inflicted a crushing 
defeat on the Turks at Konieh, and advancing through Asia Minor 
threatened Constantinople itself. The Sultan turned m leiTor to his 
only “friend,” and Russian troops were landed on the Northern 
shore of the Bosphorus. Thereupon the Western Powers intervened, 
and compelled the Porte, m the Convention of Kiutayeh (May 5th, 
1888) to buy off the hostility of Mehemet Ah by the cession of Syria 
and Adana. 

Treaty It was, however, the sequel which revealed the significance of the 
SMmr situation. On July 8th, 1833, Turkey concluded with Russia the 
1888 Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi. This famous treaty virtually placed the 
Porte under the military protectorship of Russia, and converted the 
* See c. ill. pp 64 sej 
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Black Sea into a Russ-iaii lake. lit ni-eforwaiil the Dfirclancllcs were 
to be closed to all war vessels except those of Russia and Turkey. 
Palmerston was bitterly chafrnued by the success of Russia, and 
firmly determined tliat it should not be repeated. Both at St. 
Petersburg and Constantinople he {irotcslcd, though m vain, against 
the terms of the treaty. But the lesson was deeply impressed upon 
his mind, and the seeds of mistrust then sown were destined to yield 
a fateful harvest in Persia, Afghanistan, and the Crimea. 

It was not long before the lOastern (lucstioii was reopened. On Mehi'met 
the one hand, the restless ambition of Mcheniet All had been scotched, 
not killed. On the other, the tiulluii Malimoud was bent upon 
recovering what he bad lost both in prestige and territory, llis army 
was reorgainzed under Mollkc ; commercial tr<-aties were concluded 
with Great Britain and other Powers, and an effort, apparently 
serious, was made to iniroduee VVeslcrn civilization into the Turkish 
Empire. In 18138 Mehemct Ah refused the payment of tribute to 
the Porte, and piopo.scd to make himself completely independent. 

The Sultan massed troops on the Euphrates; Ibrahim confronted 
him at Aleppo. On June ‘iith, 18110, the Turks were routed at 
Nissib, and shortly afterwards the Turkish iloct went over to the 
Egyptian Viceroy At this .supreme crisis in the fate of his Empire 
the old SuHati Mahmoud died and was succeeded by his son, Abdul 
Mejdid, a youth of sixteen. The whole Turkish Empire seemed to 
lie at the mercy of Melieniet. Not for the first time, however, the 
weakness of Turkey pios^d to he. its slrenglli. The Gnveinmcnt of 
Louis Philippe svas pul ting its money on ISlehcniel, and encouraging 
him in his most ambitious <lesigns. But the rest of the Powers had 
no mind to permit the break-up of the Ottoman Empire, and the 
substitution of the powerful Mcheniet for a feelile youth at Constanti¬ 
nople. 

Palmerston, at once rm.slrusUul and eonteniptucms of Louis 
Philippe, determined to take a strong line lie was not at all dis¬ 
posed to see Egypt under the protcelion of P’raiicc, and Turkey under 
that of Russia. IIis colleiigue.s in tlie Caliinet were strongly averse 
to a rupture with France. Palmerston tlid not desire it, hut neither 
did he fear it, " It is evident,” he writes to Bulwer,^ “ the French 
Government will not willingly take the slightest step of coercion 
against Mehemet All . anxious as wc arc to eontinue to go on with 
them, wc are not at all prepaied to stand still with them. They 
must therefore take their choice between three courses—either to go 
forward with us and houesUy ledeem tlie jilcdges they have given to 
us and to Europe ; or to sliiiul alool and shrink from a fulfilment of 
their own spontaiuams deelaralion; or lastly, to go right about and 
league themselves with Mehemet Ah, and employ force to prevent 
us and those other Powers who may join u.s from doing that which 
‘ Sqilciiihet 1st, IHItO 
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France herself is bound by every principle of honour and every 
enlightened consideration of her real interests to assist us in doing, 
instead of preventing from being done.” 

As to the future of Turkey, Palmerston was far from pessimistic. 

“ All that we hear about the decay of the Turkish Empire and its 
being a dead body or a sapless trunk and so forth is pure and un¬ 
adulterated nonsense.” Given ten years of peace under European 
protection, coupled with internal reform, there seemed to him no 
reason why “it should not become again a respectable Power". 
For the moment two things were essential: Mehemet must be 
compelled “ to withdraw into his original shell of Egypt,” and the 
protection afforded to Turkey must be European, not exclusively 
Russian, These were the keynotes of Palmerston’s policy in the 
near East. Several of his important colleagues, including Lord 
Melbourne and Lord John Russell, were against him ; they had more 
mistrust of Turkey and less of Mehemet; hut a threat of resignation 
from the Foreign Munster brought them into line with him, and on 
July 15th, 184i0, he had the satisfaction of concluding the Treaty of 
London. 

Treaty of Under this treaty the Sultan agreed to confer upon Mehemet the 

London, hereditary Pashalik of Egypt, and, for his life, the administration of 

18« Southern Syria, including the foitress of St. John of Acre, with the 
title of Pasha of Acre. Failing Mehemet’s acceptance within ten 
days, the latter part of the offer was withdrawn ; failing acceptance 
within twenty days, the whole offer. The rest of the contracting 
Powers, Great Britain, Russia, Austria, and Prussia, agreed to force 
their terms upon Mehemet; to prevent sea-commumcation between 
Egypt and Syria; to defend Constantinople, and to guarantee the 
integrity of the Ottoman Empire.* Two questions remained : would 
Mehemet accept the terms; if not, could he count upon the active 
assistance of France ? 

England The Quadruple Treaty aroused the liveliest indignation m France. 

Md The Citizen King and his people had been bowed out of the European 
““ concert by Lord Palmerston. The will of Europe was to be imposed 
explicitly upon Mehemet; implicitly upon Louis Philippe. Thiers, 
now at the head of the French Government, was all for defying the 
will of Europe. Warlike preparations were pushed on apace ; the 
army and fleet were strengthened, the fortification of Paris was 
begun, and for a moment it seemed probable that a great European 
conflagration would ensue Palmerston was quite unmoved He 
knew his man. He did not believe that Louis Philippe was “ the 
man to run amuck, especially without any adequate motive 
Bulwer, therefore, was instructed to tell Thiers, “ in the most friendly 

‘For the important influence exeicised upon Anglo-Piencli relations by the 
missiou of Baron Emnnow, c/ C MII x Sfil 
” To Bnlvrei, July Slat, 1840 
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and inoffensive manner, that if France throws down the ganntlcl we 
shall not refuse to pick it up His confidence in his own judgment 
was not misplaced. His diagnosis of the situation was entoely 
accurate, Louis Ihiilippe knew well enough that a European war 
would complicate the domestic situation in France, and might 
imperil his dynasty. The fiery Thiers was permitted to lesign and 
was replaced by Guizot, the pacific Anglophil. Meanwhile, in 
Eastern Europe things were moving fast. Mchcmet refused the 
terms embodied m the Quadruple Treaty, and the Powers, therefore, 
proceeded to impose their will upon him. An English fleet, supported 
by some Austrian frigates, bombarded Beyrout and Sidon, and 
compelled Ibrahim to retire from Syria. The captuie by Sir Charles 
Napier of the great fortress of St John of Acre, hitherto deemed 
impregnable, completed his discomfiture. Napier sailed on to 
Alexandria, and compelled Mehernet to restore the Turkish fleet, and 
to accept Uie terms of the Quadruple Treaty. France was invited 
to come into the general settlement, and on July IStli, 1841, a 
Second Treaty of London was concluded between England, Russia, 

Austria, Prussia, and France Syria and Arabia were restored to the 
Porte; Mehernet was confirmed in the hereditary Pashalik of Egypt 
under the suzerainty of tlie Sullan, and the Powers agreed that the 
Dardanelles and the Bosphorus sliould be closed to all foreign ships 
of war so long as the Turkish Empire was at peace (^The Treaties of 
London must be regarded as a conspicuous triumph for Palmerston. 

The Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi was torn up; Turkey was re.scued 
from the hostility of Mchcmet Ah and from the friendshiji of Russia; 

France was compelled to acquiescence, and the will of Great Britain 
was imposed upon Europe. ^ 

It was not only in the near East that Palmerston was suspicious The far- 
of Russian ambition and alert m the protection of British interests. 

The sequence of events which led up to the first of several tragedies 
in Afghanistan may be more appropriately described elsewhere.® It 
is well, however, to recall the fact that at the moment when 
Palmerston, in suspicion of Russian designs, was tearing up the 
Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi, Lord Auckland and the Indian Government 
were, in deference Lo the same sentiment, deposing Dost Muhammad 
in Afghanistan, and embarking upon the disastrous policv which, 
after the murder of Burnes and Maenaghten, culminated m the 
humiliating retreat from Kdbul (1888-1843). The year which 
witnessed the tragedy of Kdbul witnessed also the cession of Hong 


Kong to England (1841). 

The Chinese War raises a very difficult and still unsolved problem The 
in political ethics. “A war more unjust m its origin, a war raorc^“J® 
calculated m its progress to cover this (‘ountry with disgrace, I do igao laia 
not know and I have not read of ’’—such was the uncompromising 


‘ To Bulwer, September 20th, 184.0. ’ See Chapter xiv., %nfia. 
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opinion of Mr. Gladstone.^ If we find its origin m an attempt on 
the part of greedy traders to force a noxious drug upon reluctant 
customers, few will disagree with Mr. Gladstone. There is, however, 
reason to believe that the opium traffic was an incident in, rather 
than the essential cause of, the quarrel. The Chinese were implacably 
hostile not merely to the importation of opium but to all foreign 
trade, and indeed to intercourse of any kind with foreigners. How 
far foreigners were bound to acquiesce in exclusion raised a nice 
question, and it was rendered nicer by the fact that the most valuable 
portion of the traffic which they desired to force upon the Chinese 
consisted of opium. 

Be this as it may, the Chinese determined m 1837 to put a stop to 
the importation of opium, and despatched to Canton a special Com¬ 
missioner—^Lin—ai’mcd with plenary authority to use all necessary 
means to effect this purpose. Previous to 1888 the trade m opium 
had been regulated by the East India Company, in whom the 
monopoly was vested The Company’s Charter lapsed in 1883, and 
on Its reissue the monopoly was abrogated As a result the trade 
not only increased with great rapidity, but, being no longer regulated 
by a responsible corporation, involved many regrettable incidents. 
The anxiety of the Chinese to stop it was, therefore, perfectly in¬ 
telligible, though the action of Commissioner Lin was in the highest 
degree arbitrary and high-handed. He demanded that all the opium 
in the possession of the English trader.s m Canton should be sur¬ 
rendered and destroyed, a demand to which Captain Elliott—the 
English Superintendent in Canton—ordered the merchants to accede. 
Consequently 20,288 chests of opium, worth between £2,000,000 and 
£6,000,000 sterling, were destroyed In return, Elliot gave the 
merchants a bond on the English Government. Commissioner Lm 
next demanded that henceforward all vessels engaged m the trade 
should be confiscated, and all traders should suffer death Elliot 
naturally refused these extravagant demands ; bade the merchants 
evacuate Canton ; himself withdrew to Macao, and called upon the 
Governor-General of India—Lord Auckland ^—for armed assistance. 

It would serve no useful purpose to recount in detail the ensuing 
acts of violence on both sides, the outrages, the reprisals, and re¬ 
criminations which m 1840 eventuated in war. The whole business 
was, to say the least, unsavoury; but, whatever the indiscretion of 
British agents and the lawlessness of British subjects on the spot, no 
blame attaches to the Home Government Their views had been 
admirably expressed in a letter from Sir James Graham to Lord 
William Bentinck, the Governor-General of India:—® 

Trade with China is our only object, conquest there would be 
as dangerous as defeat, and commerce never prospers when force is 
used to sustain it No glory is to be gamed in a victory over the 
Chinese Our factory theie can only thrive by a ready comphance 

1 Journal (Ap, 8, 1840) op. Morley, j. 226. a 1836-1842 »1328-1886 
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With the laws, the prejudices, and even the caprices of a nation 
which we seek to propitiate, and the super-cargoes must not imagine 
that great national interests are to be sacrificed to a spirit of haughty 
defiance mixed with contempt for the laws and customs of an in¬ 
dependent people Oui' grand object is to keep peace, and by the 
mildest means, by a plastic adaptation of our manners to theirs, to 
extend our influence in China with the view of extending our com¬ 
mercial relations. It is not a demonstration of force that is required, 
but proofs of the advantage which China reaps from her peaceful 
intercourse with our nation. We are therefore most unwilling to 
send our ships of war to Canton . . ^ 

The sentiments are almost too obviously “ correct ” But it is 
easier to be “ correct ” at Whitehall than in the Far East, and the 
two nations drifted into a wai, from which, as Graham truly said, no 
glory was to be reaped. But though glory was absent from the war, 
substantial advantages were embodied in the Treaty of Nankin by 
which, in 1842, the war was brought to an end. The Chinese agreed 
to cede Hong Kong to England, to pay a sum of £6,000,000 sterling 
as “ransom,” compensation, and indemnity, and to open to the 
trade of the world the five port towns (henceforward known as 
Treaty Ports) of Canton, Amoy, Shanghai, Ningpo, and Foo-Chow- 
Foo On the other hand, the Chinese, despite the plausible argu¬ 
ments of the English negotiatois, refused to legalize the opium trade. 
The result was that a huge smuggling trade m the drug sprang up; 
the profits derived from it were m proportion to the iisks, and a 
class of traders were attracted to it who gave much trouble in the 
future alike to the Chinese and to the English Government. 

At the time, however, the Treaty of Nankin was regarded with 
not irrational satisfaction in England. But before it was concluded 
the Whig Ministry had fallen, and all the credit ol the achievement 
fell to then successors. The same mail which brought the news of 
the signature of the Treaty ol Nankin brought the still more welcome 
news of the recapture of Kdbul. The Conservative Ministry were in 
luck Alike for the disasters m Afghanistan and the sordid mingling 
of success and failure in China, the Whig Governmeut was, in some 
degree, responsible; whatever measure of party advantage accrued 
from these events was credited to Sir Robert Peel. Not inappro- 
piiately might Lord Melbourne have addressed to his successor the 
words of Henry the Fourth as he bequeathed the Crown to Prince 
Hal 


1 myself know well 
How troublesome tt sat upon iny head * 
To thee it shall descend with better truit, 
Better opinion, better confirmalion , 

For all the soil of the achievement goes 
With me into the earth 


How far the prediction was verified the next chapter will show. 


^ Parker, Graham, i. ICO. 
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CHAPTER IX. 

SIR ROBERT PEEL’S MINISTRY 
(1841-1810) 

ThePre- the resignation of Lord Melbourne the Queen called upon 

pueiship v_/ Sir Robert Peel to form a Government, and the task was at 
once accepted. By general consent Peel had been, for some years 
past, the foremost figure m the House of Commons; in debating 
power he was inferior only to Lord Stanley ; in ndministrative ex¬ 
perience he was second to none; his patience and sagacity hud re¬ 
constructed his party, and in the esteem alike of his colleagues and 
of the constituencies no man .stood higher. He was no courtier—an 
“ odd shy man ” was the Quecn'^ first impression—but he gradually 
won the confidence of the Sovereign, while the Pimce Consort became 
his firm disciple and sincere friend In the Cabinet his supremacy 
was unquestioned, and over every department he exercised a personal 
s supervision such as few Prime Ministers have attempted, and none 
perhaps has maintained. “ We never,” wrote his chief lieutenant, 
Graham, “ had a Minister who was so truly a first Mimstei as he is. 
He makes himself felt in every department and is really cognizant of 
the affaus of each.” “You have been Prime Minister,” said Mr. 
Gladstone to Peel m 1846, “ in a sense in which no other man has 
been it since Mr Pitt’s time.” 

The Cab- Nor was his pre-eminence 'due to the inferiority of his colleagues, 
met On the contrary, the Conservative Cabinet of 1841 was exceptionally 
strong in admihistrative talent ‘ The Duke ,of Wellington led the 
House of Lords without portfolio, though, m 1812, he became 
Commander-In-Chief, Lord Lyndhurst became lui the third time 
Chancellor, Lord Aberdeen was Foreign, Lord Stanley Colomal, 
and Sir James Graham Home Secretary , Mr. Henry Goulburn was 
at the Exchequer and Siis Hen^y Hardinge was Secietary at War. 
For obvious reasons there was more than the usual amount of re¬ 
construction during Peel’s tbrdi of office, and among the yobnger 
recruits thus introduced into the Cabinet in 1845 were Mr. Sidney 
Herbert and Mr Gladstone Though Peel was without a second, 
“ his right-hand man ” * was Sir James Graham. “ Your cordial 
support and entire and unreserved confidence have been,” wrote Peel 
to Graham in 1846, “ my chief stay.” 

(Condition Capable as were the Cabinet and trusted as was their chief, the 
of affairs condition of affairs confronting them when they took office was 
exceedingly grave, ^mbarrassing wars m China and Afghanistan; 
difficulties of various kinds in Canada, the West Indies, and South 
‘ Rosebery, Peel, p, 68 
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Africa ; at home, terrible distress among the poor; acute commercial 
depression; much unemployment; a falling revenue and a rapidly 
mounting deficit. “ Can there be," asked Peel in 1841, “ a more 
lamentable picture than that of a Chancellor of the Exchequer sealed 
on an empty chest, by the pool of bottomless deficiency, fishing for a 
Budget ? ” / 

Peel was determined not to wallow m the old economic ruts, but 
he wisely refused to make a premature disclosure of his policy, and 
after the re-election of Ministers Parliament sat only for a few weeks 
m the autumn of 1841. Goulburn borrowed a sum of £5,000,000, 
half of which was applied to meeting the deficit of the yeai, and half 
to the funding of Exchequer Bills. This necessary business done, 
Paihament was prorogued on Octobcf 7th. 

The winter of 1841-1842 was one of the worst, m an industrial The 
and economic sense, tlirough whichlthis country has ever passed 
A series of bad harvests combined with the Com Laws to raise the England” 
price of bread ; and while prices were hi^i wages were low Bread 
was at lOd. to Is 2d. the quartern loaf; lump sugar cost 7d. to 8d ; 
tea 4s to 8s. a pound, or more generally 6d an ounce , currants 9d„ 
and soap 6d.; butter and meat w'ere relatively cheap, but neither of 
these articles formed an item in the diet of the labouring classes,.- 
Agricultural wages were 9s. to 10s. a week, without board, or Is to 
Is 6d for unmained laboureis living in the house Masons, biick- 
layers, painters, carpenters, and plumbers got about R|d an hour or 
18s. for a week of sixty-four hours. But, low as wages were, there 
were many who could not cam them. One person in every eleven 
was a pauper. In Manchester 8,660 persons had a weekly income of 
under 14Jd.; m Bolton there weie 6,995 persons whose average 
earnings were 18d. a week ; m Leeds there were 20,000 persons whose 
average earnings were under Is., and iri Stockport many people 
earned less than lOd. In Manchester 116 mills were stopped; in 
Bolton 30 out of 50, and m Stockport so few factories were at work 
and so many houses unoccupied that the town itself was described 
as being “ to let 1,500 houses were eimpty in Bolton, 2,000 in 
Preston , 12,000 families were supported by chanty m Manchester, 
and m Birmingham one-fifth of the entire population weie in receipt 
of poor-relief. From most of the manufacturing centres, from Paisley 
and Glasgow, Bury, Eochdale, Wigan, and Coventry came the same 
tale of unemployment, distress and starvation ^ The condition of 
things was appalling, and many remedies were proposed. The 
Chartists prescribed electoral reform, Carlyle favoured a sort of 
industrial feudalism, combined with education and emigration; Peel 
believed that only by fiscal reform was it possible to stimulate 
industry, to mitigate distress, and to restore a balance between 

^ Cf. Asliwotlh, Recollections oj Cobdm and the League, The Hungry Forties, 

Sneeches of Sir James Graham In Parliament and much pamphlet literature 
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^4evemie and expenditure. To fiscal reform, therefore, he devoted 
\ most oI his thought and administrative energy during the next five 
years, "i 

Tariff ' The most urgent need of the moment ivas cheaper and more 
reform abundant food.“ We must ” (as Peel wrote to Croker) “ make tliis 
country a cheap country for living ” The session ol 1842 opened on 
Febmary 8rd, and the Queen’s Speech recommended Parliament to 
consider “ the state of the finances and the expendiliire of the 
country ” and more particularly “ the laws which affect the imports 
of corn and other articles ”. For some such announcement the 
country had been prepared by the resignation of the Duke of Buck¬ 
ingham, rightly regarded as the special representative of the agri¬ 
cultural interest in the Cabinet. The Duke of Bucclcuch took his 
place as Lord Privy Seal. Lord Ellcnborough had been appointed 
Governor-General of India in the previous October, and had been 
succeeded at the Board of Control by Lord Fitzgerald ^' With a 
Cabinet thus partially reconstructed Peel addressed himself to the 
problem of tariff reform.' 

The Com ‘ His first task was a revision of the Corn Laws. For a century and 
a half the conditions of wheat production had been an ob]cct of 
special concern to the Legislature. During the first half of the 
eighteenth century Parliament hoped to “ prevent gram from being 
at any time either so dear that the poor cannot subsist, or so cheap 
that the farmer cannot live by growng it”.® The Act of 1089 
provided for a bounty of 5s. when wheat fell below 48s a quarter, 
and was successful both in stimulating tillage and maintaining a 
steady level of pnees The amending Act of 1773 was also intended 
to keep the pnee steady at about 48s., but proposed to do it by 
permitting free impoitation when the price rose above 48s. It was less 
successful than the Act of 1089, to the principle of which Parliament 
reverted at the end of the eighteenth century. The Act of 1791 
aimed at keeping the price between 4Gs. and 54s To this end a 
prohibitive duty was laid on imported corn when the price was 
under SOs.; a bounty of 5s, was given when the price fell to 44s, 
and only a registration duty of 6d. was charged on importation when 
the price rose above 54s, This Act combined with the great war to 
give an unhealthy stimulus to wheat culture, but the Peace of 1815 
threatened the whole agricultural interest with ruin. In the hope of 
averting it the Corn Law of 1815 was passed. 

Up till this time the motive of the Legislature had been regulative 
rather than protective. The Act of 1815 introduced protection pure 

^Bettei known as Mr Vesey Fitzgerald—O’ConneU’R opponent in the Claie 
election of 1828 

• C Snuth, Considerations on the Importation and Esepmtalion of Com (1759), 
(Grow!/! of English Industry, p 728), to whoae eiccellent account 
of the Corn Laws this chapter owes much 
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and simple, the importation of foreign wheat being absolutely pro¬ 
hibited so long as the price was under 80s. The new Act did notbng 
to steady prices; it reduced agriculture to a gamble; and it aroused 
bitter and just resentment among the commercial and industrial 
classes. To meet these difficulties Peel introduced his sliding scale 
in 1828, based upon the principle that it was desirable to keep the 
price at about 70s. When it rose above 73s the import duty was 
reduced to Is.; when the price was between Cts. and C9s the duty 
was 16s. 8d.; undci 6ts. the duty was 26s 8d. The plan was un¬ 
successful ; it encouiaged speculative trade, demoralized the pro¬ 
ducer, and did not relieve the consumer. Profoundly impressed by 
the social unrest and the economic distress Peel rctmmed to the 
subject in 1842. He had declared emphatically, m 1889 that “ unless 
the existence of the Coi n Law can be shown to be consistent, not only 
with the prosperity of agriculture and the maintenance of the land¬ 
lord’s interest, but also with tlie protection and the maintenance of 
the general interests ol the country and especially with the improve¬ 
ment of the condition of the labouring class, the Corn Law is practic¬ 
ally at an end ” Nevertheless, he proceeded cautiously He still 
insisted on the maintenance of the sliding scale, when the price was 
at or over 78s, importation was to be subject only to the registration 
duty of Is ; when it stood at 50s, to 5ls there was to be a maximum 
duty of 20s Between the two extremes there was to be a carefully 
graduated scale of duties using when the price fell, falling when it 
rose. In proposing Ins scheme he disclaimed the intention of pro¬ 
tecting class interests, but he insisted that it was “ of the highest 
importance to the welfare of all classes . . that the mam sources of 
your supply of coin should be derived from domestic agriculture ”. 

He contended that we are “ entitled to place such a price on foreign 
corn as is equivalent to the special burdens borne by the agricul¬ 
turists ” and refused “to be a party to any measure the effect of 
which would be to make this country permanently dependent upon 
foreign countries for any very considerable portion of its supply of 
corn ’’.1 The scheme was ingenious but not popular The agri¬ 
cultural interest was uneasy; Lord John pieferred and proposed a 
fixed duty of 8s.; Cobden and the League denounced the proposed 
measure as a “ bitter insult to a suffering nation But Peel 
carried his proposals by large majorities, and, taken in conjunction 
with reduction of duties on imported cattle and meat, they must be 
regarded as a substantial concession to the interests of the consumer. 

-Peel was not, however, unmmdfid of other interests So sensible The Bud- 
indeed was he of the pressing and paramount importance of financial 
reform that he himself as Prime Minister mtrodueed the Budget on 
March 11th, 1842. | The statement had been awaited with exceptional 

‘ For Peel’s views in detail c/ iticmoiTs, u. Appendix, pp 327-367. 

'Moiley, Cobden, i 221 
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interest and curiosity. Nor was the House disappointed. The 
Premier’s speech marked an epoch m the fiscal policy of this country. 
The situation was a difficult one Mr Baring, the out-gomg Finance 
Minister, had tried to balance his accounts by a general increase of 
duties in 1840, and by reducing them in 1841. Both expedients 
appeared to be equally futile. The revenue showed itself hopelessly 
inelastic; trade was increasingly depressed; the farmers, despite 
protective duties, could not make agriculture pay; the artisans 
could npt get work ; tlie mass of the people could not get sufficient 
food. '.'Peel had taken deeply to heart the example of his masters m 
finance,' Pitt and Huskisson; he had weighed the argument of Sir 
Henry Parnell and had mastered the evidence collected by the 
import Duties Committee of 1840. Faced with a deficit of about 
£2,860,000 on the accounts of the expiring year, he estimated that, 
on the existing basis of taxation, he would have another deficit for 
1842-1848 of £2,469,000. Thus the six years 1837-1848 would show 
an aggregate deficiency of over £10,000,000. Expenditure, then as 
always, showed a tendency to increase , how was the balance to be 
adjusted ? ' yf 

The IQ. ' Peel wisely refused to have recourse to any financial nostrums; 

come tax was convinced that we had “ arrived at the limits of taxation on 
articles of consumption ” ; he appealed, therefore, to the possessors 
of property to allow him to impose—in the first instance for three 
years—an income tax _Qf 7d. m the £. This he anticipated would 
yield £8,700,000 It would thus not only supply the deficiency in 
the revenue, but would enable him “ with confidence and satisfaction 
to propose great commercial reforms which will afford a hope of 
reviving commerce, and such an improvement in the manufacturing 
interests as will react on every other interest in the country ; and by 
diminishing the prices of the articles of consumption and the cost of 
living ” would compensate for the immediate sacTifice. ' Ireland was 
to be exempted from the income tax but to pay an extra Is a gallon 
on spirits and to pay something more for stamps Finally, the export 
duty of 4s a ton paid by coal carried by foreign ships was to be 
extended to coal carried in British ships. From these sources he 
expected an additional income of £4,880,000, which would give him 
a surplus of £1,800,000 On the other hand he proposed to sacrifice 
£1,200,000 of indirect taxation by reducing the duties on 750 articles 
in the tariff, and by repealing the export duties on British manufac¬ 
tures. The principles which underlay these changes in the tariff 
were clearly stated by Peel himself. “ 'With respect to raw materials,” 
he said, “ which constitute the elements of our manufacture, our 
object, speaking generally, has been to reduce the duties on them to 
almost a nominal amount On half-manufactured articles, which 
enter almost as much as the raw material into our domestic manu¬ 
facture, we have reduced the duty to a moderate amount, and, with 
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regard to completely manufactured articles, our design has been to 
remove prohibition and to reduce prohibitory duties, so that the 
manufactures of foreign countries may enter into a fair competition 
with our own. 1'he general result of this tariff will be materially to 
dimmish the charge of living in this country ’* 

No bolder proposals m finance have ever' been laid before the 
House of Commons. , They represented, ns many more or less clearly 
perceived, the beginning of a revolution of winch no man could see 
the end. The Whig opposition, led in the Commons by Lord John 
Russell, keenly contested the income tax proposals, but Peel, loyally 
supported by his party, earned them by a majority of 106. 

The immediate results of Peel’s leforins were at once more and 
less successful than he had anticipated. The yield of the income tax 
would have exceeded the estimate by about £1,200,000 had it been 
for a full year, but by a gross error of calculation the Exchequer 
only got SIX months revenue in the current financial year ; customs, 
excise, stamps, and taxes all fell short of the estimate, with the 
result that, in 1848, Mr. Goulburn had to confess to a deficit of over 
£2,200,000 But he and Peel stuck courageously to their guns, and, 
despite the deficit, jiroposcd no allciutions m taxation for 1843-1844. 

Their coolness and courage were amply vindicated. In ]844i the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer was able to announce a realized surplus 
of £2,095,428. The last two liai vests had been good , trade prospects 
were rapidly improving; the piice.s of necessaries were falling. 
Consequently, after paying off the deficit of the previous year, Mr. 
Gouldurn was able to remit taxation to the extent of £400,000 by 
abolishing or reducing the duties on glass, vinegar, currants, coffee, 
and wool, and reducing the stamp duty on marine insurances * But 
the year 1844 was icmarkable less for the remission of indirect taxa¬ 
tion than for the enactment of two measures of immense importance 
to the financial stability and commercial credit of the nation 

Firstly, by a bold scheme of “ conversion ” the interest on no less Conver- 
than £250,000,000 of the consolidated debt of the country was reduced 
from 8^ per cent, immediately to 8J, and, after ten years’ interval, 
to 3 per cent, after which Consols were to be irredeemable for a 
further twenty years. By this means the countiy secured an im¬ 
mediate saving of £625,000 a year and an ultimate saving of £1,250,000 
Thus the charge for debt which in 1842 was £20,484,891 was reduced 
in 1862 to £27,918,027 It again rose slightly in the years immedi¬ 
ately succeeding the Crimean War, but by 1861 it was down to 
£26,142,606. That Goulburn was able to effect this successful con¬ 
version was due primarily to the fact that, since Peel came into 
power, the price of Consols had risen from 89 to 99, but also to the 

^ The duty on row motoriala was not henceforward to exceed 6 per cent., on 
Rrtielea partly manufactured not to exceed 12 per cent,, and on wholly manufac¬ 
tured goods 20 per cent 
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general sense of security and well-being diffused by the financial and 
coiamercial reforms of the Conservntive Ministry. 

Bank Not less important was the enactment, in the same year, of the 

Charter Ba^ik Charter Act. In 1818 Peel had himself passed a Bill estab- 
lislung the principle that all Bank notes should on demand be pay¬ 
able in gold/but the Legislature had done nothing to secure that the 
practice should correspond with the precept Country banks had 
frequently failed to meet their note obligations, and during two 
crises, those of 182S and 1839, the Bank of England itself “ had been 
exposed to great danger Peel was anxious to complete the work 
he had begun in 1819 : to “ put a check on improvident speculation 
and inspire ]ust confidence m the medium of exchange To this 
end he adopted the view put forward by Mr. Jones Loyd, afterwards 
Lord Overstone, “ a London banker of rare sagacity, who propounded 
the true principles of currency with a tenacity which confounded his 
adversaries and a lucidity which ought to have convinced them ” ^ 
The Act’of 1844 contained three mam provisions. By the first, the 
banking department of the Bank of England was absolutely separated 
from the issue department and the latter was placed under stringent 
regulations By the second, the convertibility of all notes issued by 
the Bank was secured*! The Bank was allowed to issue £14,000,000 
of notes (the amount dictated by experience) against Government 
securities, but for every note issued beyond that amount it was to 
retain bullion, of which 75 per cent was to be gold. 'By the third, 
the note issue of other banks was severely restricted Private and 
Joint Stock banks established after the date of the Act were for¬ 
bidden to issue notes at all, old-established banks were limited to 
an aggregate issue of £8,500,000—^the average amount m circulation 
during the years which immediately preceded the passing of the Act. 

The principle of this famous Act has been fiercely assailed ; but, 
despite the fact that the Act had to be suspended m 1847, in 1857, 
and m 1866, experience has proved its soundness, and has vindicated 
the prescient wisdom of Lord Overstone and Sir Robert Peel , The 
Enghsh currency will “go anywhere” and, within the limits of its 
face value, will “ do anything ” The principle of the Act was 
extended to Scotland and Ireland m 1845 
The Bud- In 1845 Peel again took personal charge of the financial proposals 
1815 ^ of the Government. The period of three years for which the income 
tax had been imposed had now expired ; the immediate purpose of 
its imposition had been attained, the revenue—despite the large 
remissions of taxation—had practically righted itself, A weak 
Ministry and a short-sighted Minister would certainly have been 
content to let well alone But Peel, emboldened by the success of 
his experiment, was determined to carry it further and to renew the 
income tax for a further period of three years—“ not for the purpose 
1 Parker, Peel, id. 134 i Thurefleld. Peel, p 104. 
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ol' pioviding the supplies for the year, but distinctly for the piupose 
of enabling us to make this great experiment of reducing other taxes 
Given a 7d. income tax he estimated that he could count on a surplus 
of nearly three and a half millions. Almost the 'whole of this surplus 
he pioposed to give away m remissions of indirect taxation. The 
details of his icheme were inspired ^y a fivefold object: to reduce 
the cost of living; to cheapen the law materials imported for the 
use of manufacturers ; to secure economy of collection ; to promote 
commercial enterprise, and to increase employment. Accordingly, 
sugar duties were reduced to the value of £1,800,000, AbO articles 
—among them silk, hemp, flax and furniture wood—were taken out 
of the tariff altogether, at a total cost of £320,000 ; all the remaining 
export duties, valued at £118,000 and the duty on cotton wool, 
£680,000, were abolished. Thus the customs revenue stood to lose 
£2,418,000. Excise was to lose £890,000 by the repeal of the auction 
duty and that on glass The total amount of remission was thus 
nearly three times as great as that in 1842, while a new principle of 
gieat significance, that “ of absolutely repealing instead of merely 
reducing duties'was now introduced”.^ Moreovei, the income tax 
was imposed, no longer as a temporary expedient, to tide over a 
period of exceptional difficulty, but as a regular part of the fiscal 
system of the country, jUlthough Peel did express his belief that “ at 
the end of three years we may be at liberty to discontinue it 
Population was inci easing: capital rapidly accumulating, and Peel 
was convinced that if he could facilitate the application of that 
capital to new blanches of industry and manufactures, the effect 
would be greatly to increase the demand for labour ; and with the 
demand for labour, to increase the consumption of articles subject to 
taxation. Consequently he predicted that there would be “ a fair 
opportunity for the House to consider ” at the end of the three years' 
period “ whether this tax ought to cease ” The language was 
guarded. Lord John Russell might denounce the tax as one in 
which “ inequality, vexation, and fraud were inherent,” but Peel was 
clearly inclining to the view that though the country would “be at 
liberty,” thanks to an expanding trade and an elastic levenue, to 
discontinue the impost, it would be doubtful wisdom to seize the 
opportunity.® Peel’s prescience was not at fault. The revenue 
from customs and excise showed remarkable expansiveness, sufficient, 
had the free traders stayed then hands, to have enabled them to 
dispense -with Peel’s “ temporaiy ” expedient: but, despite hints 
and semi-promises, notably from Peel’s greatest disciple in finance, 
the opportunity was never redeemed, and the income tax has become 
to an ever-increasing extent the sheet-anchor of our national finances.® 

' Northcotc, Twenty Years oj Financial Policy, p 07—a -work of gieat value, 
to which this chapter owes much “ Speech, February 17th, 1845 

“ In 1841 direct taxes produced 27 per cent of the national revenue , in 1801 
88 per cent. , m 1001 60 per cent , in 1007 62 per cent. i 

6 
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The year 1846 was lemarkable for oilier things than mere per¬ 
sistence in a policy already adoiilcd, or even Ihe extension of an 
accepted principle, But, leaving on one side for the moment the 
repeal of the Corn T^awa and the eonsciiuent fall of the Ministry, it 
may be convenient to coniplete our review of the tariff reforms 
effected by Peel, 'J’lie Budget of 1810, apart from the revision of the 
corn duties, was of iinubual significance. Custom duties to the 
extent of ovei one million sterling were remitted. Towards this " 
remission all clas.scs were called upon to contribute The manufac¬ 
turers lost much of the protection wlucb they had hitlieito enjoyed. 
The duties on timber and tallow—miportant raw materials—were 
reduced; but the protective diitic.s on ihe coarser kinds of cotton, 
woollen, and linen niauufactures were surrendered altogether, and 
those on the finer kinds were icdiiecd ; on most other manufactured 
articles the duty was to be ns near 10 per cent ns possible. The 
consumer further gained by a reduction of duties on soap, candles, 
boots, shoes, foreign spirits, cheese, butler, and hops. The farmer 
was to get his seeds cheaper, but line! to face the free importation of 
live animals and all kinds of meat, to say nothing of corn 

That the tariff reforms of Peel were fmaneiully justified can be 
denied by no one cognizant of tlie facts. In the five years 1842-1846 
taxes to the amount of £8,200,000, oi nearly one-fourth of the whole 
Customs and Exei.se duties, were remitted, yet notwithstanding this 
gigantic remission Customs, Excise, Stumps, and Taxes yielded 
nearly £400,000 more in 1847 than they had in 1842 ; while on 
Customs and Excise alone the loss was inulei £50,000 ^ It was a 
remarkable aohievemenl, beaiiiig le.sLimoiiy alike to the astuteness 
of the Minister and to the expansive eaiiaeily of English trade. 

For the moment, however, ilie financial achievement, memorable 
as it was, was overshiidowcd by the social and economic revolution, 
and the political disintegration involved iii the repeal of the Corn 
Laws. The task of vindicating Peel’s consistency on this matter 
must be left to Lhc biogruphei. The amount ol credit due to Cobden 
and others is also a theme for the monograph. We must confine 
ourselves to a brief and bare recital ot the facts. The reputation of 
Peel and his colleagues never stood so high ns in the summer of 1845 ; 
never did their hold upon otFicc seem so secure. Peel was apparently 
in power for life, and nowhere were the prospects of the Government 
more hopeful than in Ireland, for whose social and economic ameliora¬ 
tion Peel was busily devising n variety of schemes. Then, suddenly, 
the sky was overcast, men’s hearts failed them for fear, and the 
spirits even of the careless were def)rcs.scd by the sense of impending 
catastrophe. 

‘These figures are hnsecl on the Anali/itii of llnd^eh, ap Northoote, Appen¬ 
dix A 
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The causes of the great Irish famine are not obscure. The most The Irish 
obvious was the appalling rapidity with which during the last century 
and a half the people of Ireland had multiplied. Under Charles II. 

Petty estimated the population at httle over a million—^the census of 
1841 gave the number at 8,175,124. But commcicial and economic 
development had not kept pace with the growth of population. 

Every adventitious circumstance combined to encourage the latter. 

Early marriages were commended by the priests; legislative en¬ 
couragement to tillage led to the multiplication of small freeholds; 
the enfranchisement of the 40s freeholder had the same result. As 
a French writer puts it brilliantly and tersely: “ Le proprietalre 
Irelandais vit ainsi pulhilcr sous sa mam des feimicrs, des elccteurs, 
el des clients ; ce sol fut mutild, bruyd, reduit en poudre; chaque 
gram de sable representait une famille, une rente, un patronage 
Were ever words more literally tiuc ? Out of the 8,000,000 people 
m Ireland 4,000,000 depended for subsistence upon a single root. 

Well might economists curse Raleigh’s “lazy root Its fecundity 
none could gainsay ; but its productiveness was only equalled by its 
preoariousness Rumours as to the presence of potato disease 
reached Peel early m August, 1845. During August and September 
he watched and inquired and always with deepening anxiety. “ I 
never witnessed in any case,” says the Duke of Wellington, “ such 
agony." Not, however, until the middle of September was there 
apprehension as to the general failure of the crop in Ireland. Early 
in October the outlook became very serious. The Prime Minister 
clearly apprehended tlic situation. In 1840 at least half the Irish 
peasantry would have to be fed on com But the English coin crop, 
like the Irish potato crop, was a failure. On October 13lh Peel wrote 
to Sir James Graham : “ The accounts of the state of the potato crop 
in Ireland are becoming alarming. I have no confidence in such 
remedies as the prohibition of exports, or the stoppage of the dis¬ 
tilleries. The removal of the impediments to import is the only 
effectual remedy.” Two days later (Oct. 16th) even more emphatic¬ 
ally to Lord Heytesbury : “We must consider whether it is possible 
by legislation or by the exercise of prerogative to apply a remedy to 
the great evil with which we are threatened The application of 
such remedy involves considerations of the utmost magnitude. The 
remedy is the removal of all impediments to the import of all kinds 
of human food—that is the total and absolute repeal for ever of aU 
duties on all articles of subsistence . . . you might remit nominally 
for one year ; but who will re-cstablish the Corn Laws once abrogated, 
though from a casual and temporary pressme ? ” In Ireland itself 
the popular remedy was not to open the ports to imports, but to 
close them to exports, So reputable a writer as Sii G. Duffy does 
not hesitate to declare that the famine was “ created not by the 
' IJe Beaumont, L’lrlande, i 5 
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bhgtt but by the landlords," who exported from Ireland the food of 
the people. Peel, however, held steadily on his course. Two dis¬ 
tinguished experts—Professor Lindley and Dr. Lyon (afterwards 
Lord) Playfair—^were sent over to Ireland to examine the facts on 
the spot. Their report confirmed the worst apprehensions. Peel 
felt that action could no longer be delayed. The Cabinet was sum¬ 
moned for October 81st. It sat for nearly a week continuously. 
“ Four Cabinet Councils of unusual duration," says Disraeli, “ were 
held in one week.” On November 1st, Peel compelled his colleagues 
to face at once the question— 

“ Shall we maintain unaltered, 

“ Shall we modify, 

“ Shall we suspend—the operation of the Corn Law ? ” 

Before the end of the week the Prime Minister was compelled to 
warn the Queen as to “the probability of serious difference of 
opinion ”. His own views were supported only by Sir James 
Graham, Mr. Sidney Herbert, and Lord Aberdeen, and already he 
began to consider the advisabfiity of resignation 

The bare record of the Memoirs makes it clear that Peel felt his 
responsibility at this juncture almost too heavy for endurance. That 
responsibility was, however, somewhat lightened, and at the same 
time the hand of his colleagues was forced, by the publication (Nov. 
22nd, 1845) of Lord John Russell’s “ Edinburgh Letter At last 
Lord John declared uneqmvocally for the policy of free imports 
By this time Peel himself was eonvinced that the Corn Laws must 
go. But his colleagues were not equally open to conviction, and it 
was at least doubtful how far “ repeal ” would be popular m Parlia¬ 
ment and in the country at large For years past Cobden and the 
League had been vigorously preaching their crusade. But the 
masses were not yet converted. Cobden himself frankly admitted 
that “ so far as the fervour and efficiency of our agitation has gone, 
it has eminently been a middle-class agitation 

Cobden and Vilhers were more successful with the Minister than 
with the masses, 

. The fissure in the Cabinet was, however, too deep for healing, and 
on December 5th, 1845, Peel wrote to the Queen “ with a heart full 
of gratitude and devotion to your Majesty, but with a strong convic¬ 
tion . . that in the present state of affairs he can render more service 
to your Mmesty and to the country m a private than in a public 
station ” 2 ' 

Ministen- The Queen, therefore, asked Lord John Russell to form a Ministry, 
rf^confu- Despite Peel’s promise of support, however. Lord John, after nearly 
a fortnight of fruitless endeavour, was obliged to inform the Queen 
(Deo. 20th) of his inabihty to obey her commands, and (in Disraeh’s 
phrase) “ handed back with courtesy the poisoned chahce to Sir 
‘ Morley, Coiden, 1 249 2 Q.V.L u. SO 
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Robert Peel, deeply moved by the Queen’s distressing dilemma, 
agreed at once to carry on the Government “ I will be your Minister, 
happen what may. I will do without a colleague rather than leave 
you in this extremity.” Lord Stanley alone persisted m his resigna¬ 
tion, and his place at the Colonial Office was taken by Mr Gladstone. 

The Queen expressed to King Leopold her “ extreme admiration of 
our worthy Peel, who shows himself a man of unbounded loyalty and 
courage and highmmdedness, and his conduct towards me has been 
chivalrous almost, I might say” “We have indeed,” she added, 

“ had an escape, for though Lord John’s own notions were very good 
and moderate, he let himself be entirely twisted and twirled about 
by his violent friends and all the moderate ones were crushed.” ^ 

No words could more aptly summarize the events of the past fort¬ 
night : Peel’s conduct was indeed entirely chivalrous and self- 
forgetful, and he had to pay the penalty. For the moment he was 
“m the highest spirits at having got lilr Gladstone and kept the 
Duke of Buccleuch ” ^ Lord Ellenborough was also brought back 
into the Cabinet (Jan 1846) as First Lord of the Admiralty 

The ministerial changes were few and simple, but Peel had now The Sea- 
to face Parliament On January 22nd the Queen opened Pailia- 
ment in person Her speech was strangely cautious and colourless. 

She referred to the prevalence of senous crime in Ireland ; lamented 
the imminence of famine; expressed satisfaction at the enactment of 
measuies “ calculated to extend commerce, and to stimulate domestic 
skill and industry, by the repeal of prohibitory and the relaxation 
of protective duties,” and recommended Parliament to consider 
whether the principles on which they had acted might not “ with 
advantage be yet more extensively applied 

' After the moving and seconding of the Address Peel at once rose 
to make a statement as to his own position and that of his Govern¬ 
ment He explained that their resignation in December was due 
immediately to the failure of the potato crop, in that it had forced 
an immediate decision upon the laws which governed the importation 
of gram. He confessed without shame his conversion to the principle 
of free trade; a conversion strengthened by the experience of the 
last three yeais. During that period he had watched day by day 
the effect of the relaxation of duties, both on finance and on all the 
social interests of the country, and he felt ]ustified in pioceeding 
with the further removal of protecting duties. But he had not felt 
it proper that “ the chaige ot altering the Corn Laws should devolve 
upon him as Minister of the Crown ” He then reviewed the events 
of the past autumn , the increasing gravity of the news from Ireland; 
the dissensions m the Cabinet; Lord John Russell’s “ Edinburgh 
Letter ”; the opposition of Lord Stanley; the resignation of the 
Cabinet; Lord John’s inability to form a Government; his own 
‘ Ibid. 76 ^ Prince Albert’s Memorandum, QV L. p. 77 
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retention of office, and detemination to submit Ins proposals to 
Parliament, Finally, m a noble peroration, he dissipated the idea 
that he had any desire after serving four Sovereigns to cling to the 
imaginary “ sweets ” of office, protested his devotion to Ms Sovereign 
and his country, and vindicated his loyalty to the principles of true 
Conservatism, “ To conduct the Government of this country is a 
most arduous duty, , . It is no easy task to ensure the united action 
of an ancient monarchy, a proud aristocracy, and a reformed con¬ 
stituency, . , . I have thought it consistent with the Conservative 
policy to promote so much of happiness and contentment among the 
people, that the voice of disaffection should be no longer heard, and 
that thoughts of the dissolution of our institutions should be for¬ 
gotten m the midst of physical en 3 oyment. . , . But , . , I will not 
stand at the helm during such tempestuous nights as I have seen, if 
the vessel be not allowed to pursue fauly the course which I think 
she ought to take. ... I do not wish to be the Minister of England, 
but, while I have the high honour of holding that office, I am deter¬ 
mined to hold it by no servile tenure. I will only hold that office 
upon the condition of being unshaclded by any other obligations than 
those of consulting the public interests and of providing for the 
public safety ” 

Only one voice was raised in protest. It was that of Disraeli, 
whose hour for long-meditated revenge had come. In “an hour of 
gibes and bitterness ” he denounced Peel’s speech as “ a glorious 
example of egotistical rhetoric,” and Ms policy as a betrayal of the 
principles which had put him in power and the party which had kept 
him there. But the Address was earned without a dissentient voice. 
The re- Fi-ye days later the Prime Minister unfolded Ms scheme in Com- 
the'corn general principles reference has already been made : 

Laws cheap raw materials for the manufacturer, but no protection against 
fair foreign competition; cheaper seed for the farmer, but no pro¬ 
tection against foreign meat or corn; for all, cheaper living. The 
Corn Laws were not to be abrogated immediately in their entirety. 
The duty was to be reduced to Is. after Febiuary 1st, 1849, but m 
the meantime it was to be 10s, when corn averaged less than 48s. a 
quarter, diminishing to 4s when the price was 53s. or over. 

The Protectionists, organized and led with consummate adroitness 
by Disraeli and Lord George Bentmck, made a brave light, but they 
numbered less than 250, and on May 15th Peel earned the third 
reading of his Corn Bih by a majority of ninety-eight (327 to 229). 
Thanks to the great authority of the Duke of Wellington it was 
steered safely through stormy, waters in the House of Lords, being 
read a thud time on June 25th. 

Defeat oi On the very same night the Ministry were defeated in the Commons 

Hbnirtty Preset vahon Bill for Ireland by a majority of seventy- 

three. The Protectionists Jcould not avert or even delay the repeal 
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of the Corn Laws, but they could still take dramatic, not to say 
melodramatic, revenge upon the Minister. Not for the first lime, as 
they bcheved, had Peel fouled his own nest, betrayed his principles, 
and befooled his followers. The majority against the Government 
was a motley one, made up of Tories and Whigs, Protectionists and 
Free Traders, Radicals and Repealers The alliance was as infamous 
as it was shoit-hved, but to the author of it, the revenge was in¬ 
finitely sweet. In the most vivid chapter of the most brilliant 
political biography m the language he has himself described the scene 
in the House. Peel sat grim on the Treasury bench “ as the Pro¬ 
tectionists passed in defile before the Minister to the hostile lobby. 

It was impossible that he could have marked them without emotion ; 
the flower of that great party which had been so proud to follow one 
who had been so proud to lead them. .. They had extended to him 
an unlimited confidence and an admiration without stint . They 
had been not only his followers but his friends. . . . They trooped 
on; all the men of metal and large-acred squires. . . Sir Robert 
looked very grave , He began to comprehend his position, and 
that the Emperor was without an army 

Two days later Peel announced to the House the resignation of 
the Ministry in an elaborate, but not wholly felicitous speech. 

^ Peel’s ministerial career w'as at an end but until his life was Character 
suddenly terminated by an accident in 1850 he remained, though 
not in office, undeniably in power. Without his steady support his 
successors could not have weathered the parliamentary storms. “ I 
never knew a man in whose truth and justice I had a more lively 
confidence.” Such a tribute from the Duke of Wellington, his 
sometime chief, his sometime follower, his hfe-Ioiig colleague, is 
conclusive. “ The greatest member of Parliament that ever lived ” 
was the verdict of his most virulent opponent Rut opponent as he 
was, no one judged him with greater acumen or upon the whole 
more fairly than Disraeli It is true that m debate he denounced 
him as “ a burglar of other men’s intellect ”. “ For between forty 

and fifty years, from the days of Mr. Horner to those of the honour¬ 
able member for Stockport (Cobden), the right honourable gentle¬ 
man has traded on the ideas and intelligence of others. His life has 
been one great appropriation clause there has been no statesman 
who has committed petty larceny on such a scale.” This is the 
exaggerated language of debate. But even in the calm of literary 
reflection “ Disraeli denied to Peel gifts of prescience, imagination, 
or originality. He declared that “he had a dangerous sympathy 
with the creations of others,” that he ladced the gift of true leader¬ 
ship , that he was “ really deficient m self-confidence ; that he was 

^Dwaeli, Lije of Lord George Bentinck, p wi. The second volume of Mi 
Moiiypenny’s Life of T^ord Beacomfleld appealed only as these sheets were passing 
throurii the piess, and I have fchecefore been unable to make use of it 

‘uj Life of Laid George Bentinck 
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a bad judge of character and had httle knowledge of men But on 
the other hand he described him as “ a transcendant administrator 
of public business, and a matchless master of debate m a popular 
assembly.. . In the senate he was the readiest, easiest, most flexible 
and adroit of men He played upon the House of Commons as upon 
an old fiddle.” Where Disraeli blames he is apt to be captious, but 
his praise is both ]ust and acute We may allow that Peel was, in 
Bagehot’s phrase, " prone to receive the daily deposits of insensibly 
changing opinion ” It constitutes one of his strongest titles to the 
name of a great parliamentary statesman. The complex parlia¬ 
mentary machine involves a division of labour. Cobden could never 
have carried the repeal of the Corn Laws, nor O’Connell Catholic 
Emancipation They sowed the seed ; but it was Peel’s strong brain 
and over-mastering will which enabled him to gainer the parliamen¬ 
tary harvest. 

In the foregoing pages attention has been concentrated upon the 
financial and fiscal reforms carried by Peel during his great Ministry. 
But the years between 1841 and 1846 were not devoid of other 
interests Foreign affairs were, throughout the whole period, of 
secondary importance, thanks mainly to the personal friendship of 
Peel and Guizot, but it is important to note that the signature of the 
Treaty of Washington—better known as the Ashburton Treaty— 
effected, in August, 1842, a satisfactory settlement of a long out¬ 
standing dispute as to the boundary line between Canada and the 
United States; and that, in 1846, the Oregon Treaty similarly 
settled the boundary on the Pacific Coast giving us undisputed 
possession of Vancouver Island, In India matters of great import¬ 
ance were in progress, but to these attention will be directed later ^ 
At home, social questions were much to the front. The appalling 
facts revealed by a Commission of enquiiy as to the employment of 
women and children in mines and collieries enabled Lord Ashley to 
carry, m 1842, a Bill which prohibited work underground for women, 
girls, and boys under ten years of age. The same Act laid down 
regulations for the prevention of accidents and limited the employ¬ 
ment of apprentices. The sectarian bitterness of Roman Catholics 
and Nonconformists foiled the efforts of Sir James Graham to secure, 
in 1848, a modicum of education for pauper and factory childien, 
but m 1844 he added one more to the lengthemng series of Factory 
Acts. Under this Act the legal hours of labour in factories for 
children between the ages of eight and thirteen were further reduced 
to six and a half hours, children were obliged to attend school for 
three hours a day, and increased powers were conferred upon in¬ 
spectors. In connection with this measure Graham incurred some 
ill-deserved unpopularity which was intensified in the following year 
by the disclosuie of the fact that he had issued a warrant to the 
'C/. in/ra, c. xiv. 
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officials of the Post Office authorizing them to open the letters of 
the Italian patriot, Mazzim—then a political exile in England. 

Lord Aberdeen also shared the odium attaching to Graham’s conduct 
m consequence of the fact that the brothers Bandiera—deserters 
from the Austrian navy, and martyrs in the cause of Italian indepen¬ 
dence were shot by the Neapolitan Government for participation in 
an insurrectionary movement. The Bandieras had been in corres¬ 
pondence with Mazzim, and when it was discovered that Mazzini’s 
letters had been opened at the Post Office it was inferred—not 
unnaturally—^that Lord Aberdeen had communicated information 
thus obtained to the Austrian or Neapolitan Governments It has 
now been proved, but only within the last few years, that Aberdeen 
had no such information, and had therefore nothing whatever to do 
with the fate which overtook the brothers Bandiera. That Mazzmi’s 
letters were, for a few months, opened is tiue : but in permitting 
this to be done Graham merely exercised a disci etion necessarily 
vested in the Secretary of State, though not, it is understood, fre¬ 
quently resorted to.^ Graham was very fleicely assailed both in 
Parliament and m the Press, and felt deeply the imputations made 
upon his personal honour. To the particular incident an exaggerated 
importance was attached; it w'as now agreed that however odious 
the duty thus imposed upon the Secretary of State, it is one with 
the occasional peiformance of which it is impossible, in the public 
interest, to dispense. 

Of much greater permanent significance were the movements Ecclesi 
which at this time agitated both the Church of England and the“®tical 
Church of Scotland. The two movements, though widely divergent nients 
in their ultimate results, had, in a sense, a common origin. Both 
proceeded from parties in the Churches impatient of the somewhat 
conventional respectability which Ecclesiastical Establishments are 
apt to engender, and anxious to emphasize the spiritual character of 
the Christian society. The movement in the Scotch Church was 
eminently disruptive, and resulted in 1848 in the secession of nearly 
400 ministers and the establishment of the “ Free Church ”. The 
immediate points in dispute were, on the one hand, the respective 
rights of lay patrons and parishioners in regard to presentation to 
beneflees, on the other the precise relation of the Civil and Ecclesias¬ 
tical Courts The secessionists, led by Dr. Thomas Chalmers and 
Dr Welsh, insisted upon the rights of parishioneis as against patrons, 
and upon the superior validity of the decrees of the Ecclesiastical 
Courts. According to Chalmers “ the indispensable, the vital object 
at stake is the uncontrolled management of our own ecclesiastical 
affairs The disputes were of long standing; but in 1842 an 

^On the whole matter cj Parker, Graham, i c xix , and, in particular, some 
interesting correspondence published by lord Stanmore (I.ord Aberdeen’s son), 
together with an ailiele m the Tunes, August 24lh, 1907 
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appeal was made to the Government, and their decision in favour of 
lay patronage and the authority of the State unquestionably pre¬ 
cipitated the secession described above. 

The Ox- The contemporaneous movement in the English Church was 
certainly not less important, so important indeed was it that the 
details must be sought in special monographs.^ In this place a bare 
summary must suffice. In 1838 John Keble, at that time Professor 
of Poetry at Oxford, preached before the University a sermon on 
“ National Apostasy ” In the same year John Henry Newman, 
hke Keble a Fellow of Oriel College, published the first of a long 
series of Tracts for the Times These were the men who, joined by 
Richard Hurrell Froude, Edward Bouverie Pusey, and others, lit a 
fire in Oxford which has Since burnt brightly throughout the English- 
speaking world Impatience of dogma ; mistrust of enthusiasm; 
neglect of the pastoral office, indifference to historical tradition; 
exaltation of the virtues of sobriety of thought and respectability of 
demeanour; these were the outstanding features of the Church of 
the eighteenth century, the Church whose apathy converted the 
Wesleyan revival into a schismatic secession; these were the prin¬ 
ciples implicit in the “ Erastiamsm ” of the early Victorian Whigs. 
From these things the Tractarians were minded to deliver both the 
Church and the nation Keble, Newman, and Pusey took up the 
task of educating their brethren of the Anglican Church at the point 
where it had dropped from the fingers of Archbishop Laud Like 
the Armmians of the seventeenth century, they desired to vindicate 
the Catholic position of the Anglican Church , to reassert its identity 
with the pre-Reformation Church m England; to insist on the 
continuity of its Apostolical Succession; to exalt the Episcopal 
Order ; to revive the ancient and stately ceremonial, to emphasize 
the importance of the Sacraments; to enhance the authority of a 
mediatorial priesthood. 

It was almost inevitable that some men, having gone thus far 
in the direction of Catholicism, should be impelled to go fuitlier. 
Tract XC —on the Thirty-Nine Articles—was a notable advance on 
Tract I, and in 1845 the author of both joined the Church of Rome. 
But though Newman and W G. Ward found the Via Media too 
slippery for them, Keble, Pusey, and thousands more, remained 
entirely loyal to the Church of England. For a time the secessions 
to Rome brought grave suspicion upon the Oxford Movement as a 
whole; but the alarm gradually subsided, and the personal piety, 
the pastoral devotion, and the missionary zeal which were character¬ 
istic of the followers of Keble and Pusey, extorted the respect even 
of opponents and profoundly influenced both the life of the Church 

1 C/ e g R. W Church, Oxford Mooement , Mozloy, Remiimcence^, Newman, 
Tract XC and Apologia pro mia sua, Lives of Arnold (Stanley). Pusey (Liddon & 
Johnstone), Keble. 
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and the ideals of the nation during the latter half of the nineteenth 
century. The history of the Oxford Movement, is, however, too 
specialized for treatment here. It is time to get back to the main 
political stream. That stream carries us irresistibly to Ireland. 

At no period during Peel’s Ministry were Irish affairs very far in O’Connell 
the background. The General Election of 1841 had, as we have seen, and 
shattered O’ConncH’s party, and in the new House of Commons 
scareely twenty Repcaleis found seats. Nevertheless O’Connell 
proclaimed early m 1842 that this was to be the “ great repeal year 
O’Connell spared no pains to verify his prediction. Monster meetings 
were held in all parts of the country, and the repeal “rent ”—a 
voluntary tax imposed for the purpose of sustaining the agitation— 
yielded no less than £48,000. A marked feature of the agitation, due 
partly to the influence of O’Connell himself and partly to the tem¬ 
perance crusade of Father Mathew, was the absence of crime and 
disorder. Nevertheless, the Government passed a Bill to regulate 
the use and sale of arras ; and prohibited the holding of a monster 
demonstration at Clontarf. The meeting was called for October 8th, 

1843, the prohibition was issued only on the evening of the 7th. 

Thanks to O’Connell’s immediate acquiescence in the order, and the 
perfect discipline of his followeis, the meeting was abandoned, and 
much bloodshed was thereby avoided. The Government, however, 
showed a curious lack of appreciation of their debt to O’Connell. He 
and his son John and half a dozen associates were arrested, and after 
a trial which lasted for twenty-five days O’Connell was convicted, 
and ultimately sentenced to pay a fine of £2,000, to be imprisoned 
for twelve months, and to find sureties that he would keep the 
peace for some years. The imprisonment lasted only tliree months, 
as the House of Lords, on appeal, reversed the judgment. Their 
action completed the discomfiture of O’Connell, he came out of gaol 
a broken man ; his hold upon his compatriots was fatally loosened , 

Peel’s generous policy in 1845 had largely contributed to his collapse ; 
the visitation of 1846 confirmed it. On February 8th, 1847, 
O’Connell made his last speech in the House of Commons mainly in 
dumb show; on May 16th he died at Genoa on his way to Rome. 

A great political organizer, a superb mob-orator, a devoted son of 
the Church, it was O’Connell’s life-work to dethrone the territorial 
apstocracy and to crown m their place the Irish priesthood.^ 

Two years before O’Connell’s death Peel had sent his “ message Peel’s 
of peace ” to Ireland. Against repeal he was adamant; but short 
of repeal there was no concession to Irish sentiment which he was ^ ^ 

not ready to consider sympabhctically. In 1848 he appointed a 
strong Commission under the chairmanship of the Earl of Devon “ to 
enquire into the state of the law and practice in respect to the 

‘ C/. for a line appreciation of O’Connell, Lecky, Leaders oj Public Opinion in 
Inland. 
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occupation of land in Ireland In 1845 the Devon Commission issued 
a report of first-rate importance, on the strength of which Stanley 
introduced a Bill recognizing the principle of compensation for un¬ 
exhausted improvements. It was strenuously opposed and, after 
reference to a Select Committee, Stanley withdrew the Bill, to be 
amended and at a more convenient season reintroduced. The season 
did, not recur for a generation. 

Irish With his educational reforms Peel was more fortunate. He 

education increased the grant for elementary education in 1844, and in the same 
year by the Charitahle Bequests Act he made a wise concession to 
Roman Catholic sentiment In 1845 he made further provision for 
Maynooth College—a seminary which had been established in 1795 
for the education of Catholic priests Aided from its inception by 
the State, the College had, since 1808, received £8,000 a year from 
the Government Peel now proposed to make a donation of £80,000 
for buildings, and to increase the annual grant to £26,000. To avoid 
the necessity for an annual discussion of the grant he further proposed 
to charge it upon the Consohdated Fund This statesmanlike pro¬ 
posal was assailed with a hurricane of abuse It blew simultaneously 
from several quarters : from parsimonious economists willing to vote 
money to Maynooth, provided the sum was meagre; from logical 
secularists who disapproved of all ecclesiastical endowments, and 
from rigid Protestants who did not object to “ endowments " but 
only to the “ endowment of error ” Among the assailants of the 
Bill were Lord John Russell and Bright; Macaulay, though support¬ 
ing the Bill, assailed the minister. But Peel withstood the clamour 
and his “ message of peace ” was safely despatched. Unfortunately 
it failed of its purpose. The increased endowment of Maynooth 
produced a marked change—not wholly for the better—in the status 
of the Irish priesthood ; it did not diminish their hostility to England. 

The The same year witnessed the passing of a Bill for the establish- 

CoUera?’’ Queen’s Colleges at Belfast, Cork, and Galway. £100,000 

was voted for their establishment and provision was made for an 
endowment of £21,000 a year The root principle of the scheme as 
propounded by Sir James Graham was “ the avoidance of all inter¬ 
ference positive or negative m all matters affecting the freedom of 
conscience ”. By Anghcans, like Inglis, the proposal was denounced 
“ as a gigantic scheme of Godless education ” ; by Roman Cathohes 
as a measure “ dangerous to the faith and morals of the people ”. 
Nevertheless, Peel and Graham, cordially supported by the Queen, 
persisted in their scheme The Colleges were set up and in 1850 
were affiliated into the Queen's University of Ireland. But the 
scheme was only partially successful With “ undenominational ” 
education the Irish Roman Catholics would have nothing to do; 
the Belfast College prospered; but the Roman Catholics in 1854 
established m Dublin a University of their own which cut the ground 
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from under the “ Godless ” Colleges of Galway and Cork, and, 
despite many well-meant but doctrinaire attempts, the question of 
University education in Ireland remained in an unsatisfactory and 
unsettled condition until 1908. 

Before the close of the year 1845 every other question in Ireland The 
had, as we have seen, to be postponed to the immediate necessity of 
succouring the people from starvation To this problem Peel 
addressed himself, if not with infallible wisdom, at least with unim¬ 
peachable energy. Early in December he purchased, through the 
Barings, £100,000 worth of maize from the United States and retailed 
it m Ireland at one penny a pound He set up relief committees 
under a central organization m Dublin and devised a scheme for the 
employment of the people on public works. The usual results 
ensued The pay was adequate and the “ work ” exceedingly 
attractive to the less strenuous characters. In December, 1846, 
276,000 men were thus employed ; by March, 1847, the number had 
risen to 784,000 Meanwhile the ordinary industries were starved 
of labour; “ the fisheries,” writes a contempoiary, “ were deserted 
and it was often difficult to get a coat patched oi a pair of shoes 
mended ” The expeiiment had palpably failed; other remedies 
had to be devised ; but Peel’s responsibility was by this lime over; 
it was left to his successor to solve the problem. Of the many diffi¬ 
culties bequeathed to Lord John Russell none was moie insistent, 
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CHAPTER X 

LORD JOHN BUSSELL’S FIRST ADMINISTRATION THE IRISH 
FAMINE AND ITS CONSEQUENCES 
(1840-1862) 

“'^HE nineteenth century,” writes Mr. George Peel, “has 
X witnessed the persistent vengeance of Ireland. We de¬ 
stroyed her manufactures m the eighteenth century; in the nine¬ 
teenth she has destroyed our Ministers.” It is truly said, and of no 
Ministry is it more true than the great administration of Sir Robert 
Peel. His defeat in June, 1840, was due primarily, of course, to a 
desire for vengeance on the pait of the Piotectionists , but it was the 
Irish Coercion Bill which gave them the chance of glutting it. 

Lord Lord John Russell’s Ministry did not differ widely in personnel 
i®'*" ... from that of Lord Melbourne. He himself became First Lord of the 
Ministry Treasury , Lord Lansdowne led the House of Lords as Lord President 
of the Council; Lord Cottenhain returned to the Woolsack, from 
which, in 1860, he retired m favour of Lord Truro ; Loid Palmerston 
resumed his place at the Foreign Office ; Lord Grey became Secretary 
for War and the Colonies, and Sir George Grey, Home Secretary; 
Sir Charles Wood was Chancellor of the Exchequer, and Sir J C. 
Hobhouse (afterwards Lord Broughton) was Piesidcnt of the Board 
of Control. Other Cabinet offices were ffiled by Loid Miiito (Piivy 
Seal), Lord Auckland (Admiralty), Lord Clarendon (Board of Trade), 
Lord Campbell (Duchy of Lancaster), Lord Morpeth (Woods and 
Forests), Lord Ctanncarde (Postmaster-Geneial), and Mr. T B. 
Macaulay who lor a few months was Paymaster of the Forces. The 
last named and the Lord Chancellor were the only members of the 
Cabinet who did not succeed to office by the Divine right of Whiggism. 
Eight of the fifteen were hereditary Peers, and the rest were, with two 
exceptions, closely connected with the Peerage. But the Ministry 
as a whole was undeniably rich, both in talent and experience 
The Insb Of the many difficulties by which Russell and his colleagues 
confronted the most obtrusive w'as the condition of Ireland, 
conse- nnd it may be well, therefore, to review the Insh policy of the new 
quences Government before proceeding to other topics. The executive in 
Ireland was confided to Mr. Labouchere, who had a seat in the 
Cabinet as Chief Secretary, and Lord Bessborough who succeeded 
Lord Heytesbury as Lord Lieutenant; but much of the attention 
both of the Prime Minister and the Home Secretary was necessarily 
given to Irish business. The problem was sufficiently perplexing: 
the peasants had to be at once succoured and coerced ; crime and 
famine were stalking hand in hand throughout the country. With 
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neither peril did the new Ministry deal firmly. Though they had 
utilized “ coercion ” to turn out Peel they soon found that without 
it they dare not face the coming winter m Ireland. They introduced 
an Arms Bill, hut taunted with inconsistency they dropped it, and 
Lord Bessborough was bidden to do his best with the ordinary 
law. 

It was clear to demonstration that the remedies hitherto devised 
for a calamity unexampled in extent and seventy had completely 
failed. Lord John theiefore determined, in the first place, on a 
gradual discontinuance of the labour rate It was costing the 
Government one million sterling a month, and to the Irish people 
was doing at least as much harm as good. On August I6th the Act 
expired, and this disastrous experiment was at an end. 

But the Irish Executive were still responsible for feeding a nation. 
The Prime Minister believed that no permanent remedy could be 
devised which did not embrace an amendment of the poor law, a 
radical reform of the land sytem, and a large scheme of emigration. 
But such a legislative programme would occupy the Imperial Par¬ 
liament for years, and meanwhile the Irish peasants had, day by day, 
to be saved, if possible, from death by actual starvation Russell 
refused, and very properly, to relax any of the rules against the 
employment of “public” labour on the improvement of private 
estates , but he agreed to advance money to improving landlords on 
easy terms; he instructed the Lord Lieutenant to acquire for the 
Government waste lands, and to sell or let them when reclaimed in 
plots of moderate size ; he distributed a vast quantity of seed, and 
attempted to develop the flsheiics in the West by the mtioduction 
of expert fisheurers from Scotland to give technical instruction to 
the natives, and by providing them with salt and tackle at cheap 
rates, finally he determined to substitute relief by food for relief 
by labour So severe and general was destitution that by June, 
1847, no less than 3,020,712 persons were daily supported on Govern¬ 
ment rations By the autumn of 1847, however, the worst was over ; 
after the winter of 1847-1848 the famine was at an end. 

To succour a starving nation was no light task ; but the famine 
itself was the least complex of the problems which arose from the 
failure of the potato. To discuss exhaustively the results of the 
famine would be to compress into a chapter the history of Ireland 
during the last half century. But some of the immediate results 
may be summarized. The mere money cost of the calamity was 
appalling. In one year, 1846-1847, the loss on the oat crop and 
the potato crop was estimated at £16,000,000; the Irish Board of 
Works spent some £11,000,000 on relief; there was a large augmen¬ 
tation of local rates, in addition (of course) to the vast sums lavishly 
poured out by the Imperial Government, by societies, and by indi¬ 
viduals. To the landlords the famine was disastrous. One-third of 
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them were totally ruined, with nothing before them but the cold 
comfort of the Encumbered Estates Court. 

The En- The establishment of this Court was another—almost inevitable— 
cumbered Jesuit of the famine. Erected by a statute passed in 1849 it com- 
Court*° menced its sittings on October 25th of the same year. The Act gave 
to the vendor a “simple, short, inexpensive mode of selling and 
transferrmg land,” and to the purchaser “ the advantage of a par- 
hamentary title, impeachable by no jurisdiction and valid m the face 
of the whole world Immediate advantage was taken of the new 
machinery afforded by the Act. Between October, 1849, and August, 
ISeT, no less than 'J',489 new proprietors (of whom. 7,180 were Irish¬ 
men] obtained a “ stake in the country ” by this means while the 
total sum realized by these sales amounted to £20,475,956 ^ The 
Act was, therefore, far from inoperative, but its results greviously 
disappointed expectations. The old proprietors were swept away; 
the new purchasers bought for profit; no sentiment intervened to 
soften the relations between the new men and their tenants ; rents 
were raised; defaulters were evicted, and the last state of the 
peasant was m many cases worse than the first. The final result of 
the measure was, therefore, to accentuate a difficulty it was intended 
to mitigate, and to render still more imperative a legalization of 
customary rights. 

Foot Law Closely connected with this land legislation was the amendment 
Act Law.^ Under the pressure of the famine the ad- 

(1847) mimstration of relief entirely broke down, and m 1847 the Law itself 
was amended. Outdoor relief was legalized; the Boards of Guardians 
were requued to appoint medical and relieving officers, owners 
were made liable to rates, and the Government took powers to dissolve 
Boards of Guardians for the non-performance or neglect of duties. 
On the other hand severe penalties were enacted against mendicants 
and vagrants, and it was provided—as a further test of destitution— 
that no occupier of more than a quarter of an acre of land should be 
entitled to relief. 

The Poor Law Amendment Act had one curious result It gave 
an additional stimulus to emigration. Between 1846 and 1851 over 
a miUion people left the shores of Ireland, and nearly a miUion died 
at home In 1841 the population stood at 8,175,124 , by 1851 it 
had fallen to 6,552,385 In the half century between 1881 and 1881 
the Irish population decieased by 82 per cent, while that of England 
and Wales increased 87 per cent. So much for the economic results 
of the great visitation. It remains to examine its political and social 
consequences 

“ Law The increase m the amount of serious crime was appalhng, the 
OTderu Iiomicides increased from 170 m 1846 to 212 m 1847; firing at the 

1 Sec Sullivan, New Ireland, p 142, quoted ap O’Brien, Fifly Years. 

* See supra, e. vi. p. 104 
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person from 169 in the former year to 204 in the latter, and—most 
significant of all as proving the political character of the agitation— 
thefts of arms increased from 611 in 1846 to 1058 in 1841?', Murder 
followed murder with hideous regularity, and the assassins with 
equal regularity escaped detection Lord Clarendon who had suc¬ 
ceeded Lord Bessborough as Lord Lieutenant, asked the Cabinet m 

1847 for further powers. Lord John held back, though his diagnosis 
of the situation was acute. “ As to the source of all this crime,” he 
writes to Clarendon on November 10th, “ it is plain that the multitude 
consider the landlords as enemies to be shot; the priests denounce 
them as heretics to be cursed; and the assassin, having public 
opinion and what he considered as religion in his favour, has no 
remorse,” 

By this time the Parliament which was elected m 1841 had run 
its course, and in November, 1847, the new Parliament met. Lord 
John found himself at the head of 825 Liberals ; the Protectionists 
mustered 226, and the Conservative Free Traders 105. Peel steadily 
supported the Government who were thus emboldened to pass a 
stringent coercion Act The Lord Lieutenant was authorized to 
proclaim “ any disturbed districts, and m such districts to require 
licences for the carrying of arms, and to increase the police force at 
the cost of the locality ” Russell insisted, however, that coercion 
should not stand alone Hence the Encumbered Estates Bill which, 
as we have seen, became law in 1849, and a second Bill to afford 
tenants compensation for improvements, which was thrown out 
But, though the roots of disorder might not have been touched, the 
more distressing symptoms rapidly abated The assassin began to 
be detected ; juries began to convict; the law exacted a semblance 
of respect, and “ the tenor which reigned among the innocent was 
transferred (as a contemporary phrased it) to the guilty. But 1848 
was at hand. 

It would have been little short of miraculous if the “ Year of “ Young 
Revolution ” had passed without incident in Ireland. The trend of 
events had for some time been towards an armed insurrection.®' 

Ever since the fatal “ Repeal Year ” O’Connell had been losing 
ground, “ Young Ireland ” had been coming to the front, but so 
far the leader had been lacking. He was at last found m an Irish 
aristocrat of gentle birth and English breeding Smith O’Brien was 
the son of an Irish baronet, a cadet of the Earldom of Thomond, a 
descendant of Brian Boru. Educated at Harrow and Cambndge he 
had entered the House of Commons m 1828 as Member for Ennis and, 
until 1882, gave a general support to the Tory Government. But in 

1848 he joined the ranks of the Repealers, and m 1846 he headed a 
formidable secession and took with him a crowd of visionary en¬ 
thusiasts, including such men as Thomas Francis Meagher, .John 
Mitchel, and Gavan Duffy. Early m 1847 the Irish Confederation 
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was inaugurated. Its object was Repeal; iL.s methods constitu¬ 
tional. But events were moving faster than Smith O’Brien. In 
February, 1848, the Republic was again proclaimed m France and 
the Tone-Fitzgerald farce was revived by Meagher and O’Brien. 
Lamartine gave the Irish envoys a chilly welcome. Poet and 
ideahst though he was, he was also statesman enough to question 
the wisdom of bartering the sympathy of England for an alliance 
with “ Young Ireland 

By this time, however, the movement in Ireland had become 
sufficiently obtrusive to compel the English Government to take 
action To put the old treason law into operation against “ Young 
Irishmen ” was to employ a sledgehammer to crush beetles Early 
in 1848, therefore, the Treason-Felony Act was passed and a large 
number of offences were removed from the category of treason into 
that of treason-felony. Smith O’Brien was airested, but escaped 
conviction through the disagreement of the jury; Mitchel—^by far 
the most daring and inventive of the confederate leaders—was on 
May 27th sentenced to fourteen years’ transportation, and deported 
to Bermuda. His removal proved to be a fatal blow to the revolu¬ 
tionary party, though its immediate effect was to hurry his associates 
into action. On July 21st a “ War Directory ” of five persons was 
appointed in Dublin, and a few days later O’Brien formally raised the 
standard of insurrection. The response was almost tragically dis¬ 
appointing. A few half-armed, half-starved peasants enrolled them¬ 
selves under his banner, and on 20th July they attacked a small body 
of police who took up a position in a house near Ballingarry. The 
fight that ensued is known to history as the “ Battle of Widow 
McCormack’s cabbage-garden ”. No great damage was done except 
to the cabbages; the peasants dispersed ; and within a week O’Brien 
was arrested The executive, meanwhile, had not been idle. Half a 
dozen of the chief towns (including Dublin and Cork) with as many 
counties had been proclaimed; the Habeas Corpus Act had been 
suspended, a vast quantity of arms had been seized, and a pro¬ 
clamation had been issued offering £500 reward for the arrest of 
O’Brien Arrested on August 6th he was tried for high treason and 
found guilty, and condemned to be “ hanged, drawn, and quartered ”. 
Despite his own protest the sentence was commuted, and he was 
transported to Austraha, Meagher shared his fate, and the Irish 
“ 48 ” was at an end. Sonorously tragic m its opening, it had de¬ 
generated into farce, and was eventually killed almost as much by 
ridicule as by “ coercion ”. 

August, 1849, Queen Victoria, accompanied by the Prince 
Consort and their elder children, paid her first visit to Ireland. 

Ireland Expensive ceremonial would, under the circumstances, have been an 
outrage upon decency. The Queen with characteristic consideration 
refused to allow it, and visited Cork, Dublin, and Belfast in her yacht. 
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The unaffected enthusiasm with which the Royal party was received 
more than atoned for the absence of ornate piepnrations and pro¬ 
foundly touched the Queen’s heart.^ The visit, unhappily not repeated 
for hah a century, did something also to obliterate the painful and bitter 
memories of the last three years. A year later Russell proposed to 
abolish the Viceroyalty, but yielded somewhat weakly to the clamour 
which such a proposal inevitably creates. He succeeded, however, 
in carrying a Bill for a considerable extension of the Irish franchise, 

In Ireland, therefore, the Ministry was at last sailing into smoother 
water Apart from Ireland political interests centred in Lord 
Palmerston’s conduct of foreign affairs. Before proceeding, how¬ 
ever, to that topic it may be well to say something of the progress of 
affairs at home. 

In their financial policy Russell and Sir Charles Wood adhered Finance 
steadfastly to the principles of Goulburn and Peel. In 1846 they 
abolished the preference hitherto given to the English Colonies and 
produced an extra £300,000 for the year’s revenue ; but these results, 
m the view of Lord George Bentinck, were obtained “at a cost of 
‘ imperial ’ rum so great as to be intolerable 

In producing Iheu Budget for 1847, the Government was con¬ 
fronted by a strangely paradoxical situation. A year of exceptional 
distress and dislocation had yielded an overflowing revenue. The 
harvest had failed ; prices were high , thousands of people had to be 
kept alive by public and private bounty, yet the Exchequer was full.’ 

The cost of the famine for the current yem was estimated at 
£ 8 , 000,000 which Wood justifiably raised by a loan obtained at 
£8 7 s. 6 d. per cent. The General Election which took place in the 
late summer of 1847 had little effect upon the balance of parties, but 
it had a significant bearing upon the fiscal question The Liberals 
were in a majority of 99 over the Protectionists, but the balance was 
held by 105 Peelites. Macaulay lost his seat at Edinburgh owing to 
his vote on the Maynooth Bill; but the Tariff Reformers were for 
the most part triumphantly returned : Villiers and Bright in Lanca¬ 
shire, Cobden for the West Riding. 

The year 1847 was, however, less remarkable for a General Elec- The com- 
tion, than for a commercial crisis of unusual severity The cychcal 
fluctuation of trade is now a phenomenon of common observation 18 * 7 ^ 

No one expects a “ boom ” to be prolonged indefinitely; the lean 
yeai's follow upon the fat with unfailmg regularity. In 1847 the 
phenomenon was relatively unfamiliar and consequently more alarm- 
mg. Apart from that, the crisis was exceptionally acute. A period of 
speculation and over-trading was, as usual, followed by stringency in 
the money market, and ultimately by collapse of credit. Prices 

‘■Cf QV L 11 207. ® Disiaeli, Bentinck, p 839 

■’ Fot explanation of the paradox cj an interesting passage in Northcote, op. 

«!., p 83 seq. 
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fluctuated widely,'- and the famine intensified the prevailing distress. 
But the immediate cause of the crisis was the railway mania. In the 
three years, 1844 to 1846, Parliament sanctioned a capital expendi- 
ture of £186,000,000, while the railway conpanies were, in November, 
1846, anxious to raise no less than £700,000,000 of new capital.* No 
country in the world could have stood the strain. The smash came 
m the autumn of 1847 No fewer than 220 great houses failed, and 
the total losses were estimated at £80,000,000. Consols (having 
averaged 95j in 1846) fell to 78 ; the discount rate rose nominally to 
8 per cent, * but even at that rate few could get accommodation. 
On 25th Octobei, however, the Government authorized the Bank of 
England to infringe the terms of their Charter and to issue notes 
■without the legal reserve in specie. So successful was this action 
that confidence was quickly restored, and no indemnity was actually 
required. 

Thealarm The panic of 1848 proceeded from another quarter. Our rela- 
ofwar tjons .j^rith Prance were uneasy; the country believed itself to be 
unprepared to resist invasion, and this, combined with the tiresome 
war in South Africa, necessitated increased expenditure on arma¬ 
ments On February 18th the Prime Minister himself introduced 
the Budget and proposed to raise the income tax from 7d. to Is, 
offering in return the abolition of the duty on copper ore Within 
a fortnight, however, the outbreak of the February Revolution m 
Pans removed all cause for immediate alarm, and on February 28th 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer proposed to drop the additional 6d. 
A third edition of the Budget was produced at the end of .lune, and 
a fourth on August 26th These infirmities of purpose did not add 
to the credit of the Government, but, thanks to improving trade, 
they muddled through the year without embanassment to the 
Exchequer. 

The Fortune favoured them in another direction. The year 1848 was 

a period of anxiety not only in Ireland but in every quarter of con¬ 
tinental Europe. The fire lighted m Pans spread with great rapidity. 
Italy, Hungary, and Bohemia blazed simultaneously into revolution. 
In Rome the Venice Republics were proclaimed , and thrones tottered 
in Vienna and many of the lesser German Courts. In England the 
Chartists, quiescent since the collapse of the physical force movement 
in 1889, were roused to renewed activity by Feargus O’Connor. They 
prepared a gargantuan petition, embodying the “ six points,” and 
organized a monster demonstration to be held m London on April 
10th. On April eth the Home Secretary prohibited the procession 
to Palace Yard; the Duke of Wellington was called in to advise the 

' Within t-welve months the pnce of wheat rose from 49s to 102s. and again 
M to 49s ed. 

” Walpole, op at iv 817 

® Within the twelve months it had been 3 per cent and subsequently fell to 
4 per cent 
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Cabinet on April 8th; IT'D,000 special constables were sworn in, and 
the Duke made adequate but unostentatious preparations to prevent 
the demonstrators from crossing Westminster Bridge. The wise and 
kindly precautions of the Government and the Duke saved the 
situation; the Chartists drew back; the monster petition was for¬ 
warded to the Palace of Westminster in a cab; it was found on 
examination to contain less than half the estimated number of 
signatures, and many of these were palpably fictitious.’- The tables 
were dissolved in laughter, and Charhsm ceased to trouble the land. 

Though its immediate programme was exclusively political, the 
driving force behind it was economic. For the economic problem 
Peel had found a solvent, and the banner of Chartism was never 
again unfolded. Nevertheless, almost the whole of the political 
programme has now been carried out. 

One valuable addition to the Statute-book may be conveniently Ten 
mentioned here. In 1847 Lord Ashley “ and Mr. Pielden, a Lanca- 
shire cotton-spinner and Member for Oldham, carried a Bill to limit 
the hours of labour for women and children m textile factoiies to ten 
hours. It was, according to one writer, “ a victory of the people of 
England over official England ”; “ according to another, it repre¬ 
sented “ the revenge of the landlords upon the manufacturers for 
reform and free trade ”. There is an element of truth in both state¬ 
ments, though neither contains the whole truth The apostles of 
lamer faxre were naturally opposed to State interference with in¬ 
dustry ; protectionists and philanthropists welcomed it. The mam 
credit of the achievement was Lord Ashley’s, though, m the House 
of Lords, the Bishops gave him loyal support. 

The Manchester School, worsted in 1847, had their revenge m Repeal ol 
1849 and 1850 The bottom had already been knocked out of the the Navi- 
Navigation Laws by the legislation of the Tory Government of 1828 ; ^ 
they were finally lepcaled by the Whigs in 1849. Canada was com- 1849 
plaining that the abolition of the Corn Laws rendered their wheat- 
growers poweiless in face of American competition, and Graham 
roundly asserted that if the Bill weie rejected Canada would secede. 

The Bill was carried without difficulty in the Commons, but in the 
Lords only by a majority of ten, of whom eight were Bishops. To 
insist that this measure confirmed the supremacy of Great Britain in 
the carrying trade is not to impugn the wisdom of those by whom the 
Navigation Laws were ongmally enacted; the infant industry had 
long since outgrown the need of swaddling-clothes. 

‘Among them were the names of the Queen, Prince Albert, Wellington, 

Russell, and Peel 

“ Though temporarily without a seat m Parliament his support of the Bill was 
of incalculable value 

“The front Benches were on the whole against the Bill though the Prime 
Minister voted for it. 

‘ See supra, pp. 
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A further measure in harmony with the prevaihng tenets of the 
Manchester School was enacted in 1850. New South Wales and 
other Australian Colonies aspired to the digmty of “ responsible ’’ 
Government attained ten years earlier by Canada. The Act of 1850 
conferred upon them general powers enabling them vutually to settle 
their own form of Government. Acting on this permission New 
Zealand and New South Wales, together with the daughter Colonies 
of the latter—Victoria, Tasmama, South Australia, and Queensland 
—all framed “ responsible ” constitutions between 1854 and 1859. 
Western Australia followed suit in 1890. 

Less intrinsically important than these measures, but more im¬ 
mediately striking to the imagination, was the opening of the Great 
Exhibition of 1851. The initiation and successful completion of this 
enterprise was mainly due to the Prince Consort, who was a whole¬ 
hearted disciple of the Manchester School Of the principles of that 
school the Exhibition of 1851 was the apotheosis. It was intended 
not only to promote industry and commerce, but to inaugurate an 
era of international peace :— 

0 ye the wise who think, the wise who reign, 

Prom growing oommeroa loose her latest chain. 

And let the fair white-wing’d peacemaker fly 
To happy havens under all the sky, 

Aad mix the seasons and the golden hours, 

Till each man find his own m all men’s good, 

And all men work m noble biotherhood, 

Breaking their mailed fleets, and aimed towers. 

And mlmg by obeying Nature’s powers, 

And gathering all the fmlts of earth and crowned with all her (lowers ‘ 

It is pathetic to think how soon the dream faded. 

The Min- Gratifying as was the success of the Exhibition to the Queen and 
IS Prince Consort; hopeful, as it seemed, for the future of European 

strength peace, it did little to arrest the decay of the Russell Ministry. 
Conscious of increasing debility, Russell attempted in January, 1849, 
to induce Sir James Graham to fill the vacancy at the Admiralty 
caused by the sudden death of Lord Auckland. Graham had already 
(in 1847) declined the Governor-Generalship of India from Lord John, 
as he had previously declined it (in 1835) from Peel He now declined 
a Peerage and the Admiralty. Chiefly on three grounds : he rms- 
trusted Palmerston’s foreign policy, he did not hke “ coercion " in 
Ireland, and he was dissatisfied with the progress of “ retrenchment ” 
under the Russell Ministry. Even more serious for the Government 
than the refusal of Graham was the death of Peel (July 2nd, 1860). 
To say that Peel was their strongest supporter m the House of 
Commons is to understate the case, without Peel’s favour they 
could not have survived for a week. 

^ Icnnyaon, OUe Sung at the Opening of the Inlernatwnal Exhibition 
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Apart from the embarrassment caused to the Ministry and its 
chief by the independence of Palmei’ston at the Foreign Office, there 
Vfere not lacking other elements of weakness They suffered defeat 
m the Lords on their Parliamentary Oaths Bill (181'9); in finance 
they gave the impression of not knowing their own mind, an impres¬ 
sion strengthened by their conduct of the Budget of 1830; on the 
subject of parliamentary reform the Prime Minister’s own wishes 
were frustrated by the Cabinet; above all, there was unrest in the 
Churches. 

In ecclesiastical administration Russell was a typical Whig of the Ecelesiaa- 
eighteenth century. Himself a man of deep and unaffected piety, 
his ecclesiastical bias was towards Liberal Evangelicanism. But he 
was primarily an Erastian. Mr Gorham’s successful appeal to the 
Privy Council {I860) gave him, therefore, genuine pleasure on every 
ground. Dr. Phillpotts, Bishop of Exeter, had refused to institute 
Mr. Gorham to a bcncfice in that diocese on account of his erroneous 
views on baptismal regeneration The Court of Ai'ches supported 
the Bishop; the Privy Council, as ultimate Court of Appeal m 
ecclesiastical causes, declared m favour of Gorham. By the Trac- 
tanans the judgment was bitterly resented. And for two reasons. 

They questioned the right of a secular Court to pronounce judgment 
on a question of doctrine, and they disliked the particular doctrine 
held by Mr. Gorham The heat engendered by this judgment has 
not yet entirely evaporated. But it would not be easy to set up a 
tiibunal at once more efficient and more impartial The Judicial 
Committee does not presume to decide whether a particular doctrine 
is false or true; it is mciely invested with authority to declare 
whether such a doctrine is consistent with the formularies of the 
Established Church. 

The excitement aroused by the Gorham controversy was, how-The Ro- 
ever, partial and insignificant compared with the universal ferment 
into which England was thrown by an act of “ Papa! aggression ”. hierarchy 
On September 30tli, 1360, Pope Pius IX , now restoied to the Vatican 
by Republican France, issued a Bull dividing England into twelve 
territorial dioceses Hitherto the Roman Bishops had been in 
parkbus, but Father Wiseman was now created a Cardmal and 
Archbishop of Westmmster, and the other Roman Bishops 
assumed teriitonai titles “The thing itself, m truth, is little or 
nothing and does not justify the irritation. What has goaded the 
nation is the manner, insolent and ostentatious, in which it has been 
done ” Thus Palmerston wrote to his brother, and his words 
described, with absolute precision, the situation To Lord John the 
action of the Papacy seemed to be “ insolent and insidious ”; and 
the Prime Minister unquestionably represented in this matter the 
opinions of the great mass of his countrymen But there was 
ambiguity in his assertion that the nation looked “ with contempt on 
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the mummeries of superstition," and to descnbe the Tractarians “ as 
unworthy sons of the Church of England ’’ was gratuitously offen¬ 
sive. 

The alienation of the High Churchmen further weakened the 
Ministry, but they were strong enough in 1851 to pass the Ecclesias- 
iical Titles Bill, which declared the Papal Bull null and void, and 
imposed heavy penalties on all who attempted to give effect to it. 
The tactlessness of Pius IX., Cardinal Antonelli, and Cardinal 
Wiseman was paralleled only by the exaggerated alarm it excited 
in England. Russell’s Act, valuable as a vent to outraged feelings, 
remained a dead letter until it was quietly repealed in 1871. 

Meanwhile, the Prune Minister had attempted to escape from a 
situation of deepening embarrassment. In 1850 Disraeli, who on the 
death of Lord Geoige Bentinck (1848) had become leader of the 
Conservative Party in the House of Commons, failed to carry a 
motion deploring the depression of agriculture only by twenty-one 
votes. In 1851 the majority against him fell to fourteen, and m the 
same session Mr, Loclce-King carried against the Government, by 
100 to 52, a motion for the extension of the county franchise. There¬ 
upon Lord John tendeied his resignation to the Queen (Feb 21st). 
Lord Stanley refused to form a Cabinet until Russell had tried to 
effect a coalition with the Peelites By the Queen’s wish Lord John 
met Lord Aberdeen and Sir James Graham at Buckingham Palace, 
but the latter declined to make themselves responsible for the 
Ecclesiastical Titles Bill The negotiations consequently broke down, 
and upon March 8rd the Russell Cabinet icsumed office. 

The end, however, was not long posiponed. Another overture 
was made to Giaham m September, equally without success; 
Palmerston was dismissed from the Foreign Office m December, 
being succeeded by Lord Granville; and m February, 1862, Palmer¬ 
ston turned out his late colleagues on a Mihtia Bill Relations 
between Russell and Palmerston had become increasingly strained, 
but the latter administered bis “ tit for tat ’’ with perfect good 
humour, and bore his late chief no malice. As Prime Minister Lord 
John was not a complete success He was conscientious—almost to a 
fault—in the discharge of his duties, but keen as was his intellect his 
physical strength was unequal to the strain of coping with a colleague 
so masterful m temper, so ebullient m spirits, and so utterly regardless 
of official decorum as Lord Palmerston. In essential policy the two 
were not far apart; in method and in manners they were poles 
asunder From the first Russell had encountered many difficulties, 
and a greater and stronger man might well have failed to sui-mount 
them. Parties were m a state of solution ; discipline was relaxed m 
the House of Commons, and if Russell retained office for six years it 
was due less to the cohesion of his supporters than the the lack of it 
among his opponents. His most valuable asset was Peel’s loyalty to 
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Free Trade, and the steady support which that statesman gave to 
the only Ministry which could maintain it 

Peel’s death was a blow to the Government from which ultimate 
recovery was hopeless, and it was probably a relief to all concerned, 
not least to the Prime Minister that its declining years were not 
unduly prolonged. 
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CHAPTER XI 

GEEAT BRITAIN AND CONTINENTAL POLITICS 
LORD PALMERSTON AND QUEEN VICTORIA 
(1646-1852) 

ForcigD TOURING the administration of Sir Robert Peel foreign affairs 
policy, m the background. Lord Aberdeen and Guizot were on 

terms of exceptional cordiality, and their personal friendship did 
much to maintain a good understanding between Great Bntam and 
France. So long as the two great Western Powers were friendly, 
international peace in Europe was not likely, in the middle years of 
the century, to be seriously endangeredi With the return of Lord 
Palmerston to the Foreign OfiSce all this was speedily changed. 
Foreign affairs immediately became of primary importance It is 
true that the Minister himself repudiated bellicose intentions, and 
not less true that he was able, in 1851, to boast that “ though events 
have happened m Europe of the most remarkable kind and attended 
with great commotions of public feeling, and great agitation in the 
social and political system of the Continent—although events have 
happened which have brought the interests of England . into 
opposition to the interests of other great and powerful nations, yet 
at least the fact is that .. peace has been preserved The claim 
was characteristic and not ill-founded. Nevertheless, the advent of 
Palmerston to power fluttered the dovecotes in more than one 
continental capital, 

The Notably m Paris. For the tension which arose between the two 

countries the Government of King Louis Philippe was, however, 
almost equally responsible. The question of providing the little 
Queen Isabella of Spain with a husband had been for some time 
under discussion. Following the traditional policy of the Bourbons 
Louis Philippe was anxious to strengthen his dynastic connection 
with Spam, England objected to the idea of a French Prince 
becoming Prince Consort, but after an interchange of visits with the 
French Court in 1844 and 1845, Queen Victoria agreed to the engage¬ 
ment of the Due de Montpensier, younger son of the French King, to 
Maria Louisa, younger sister of the Queen of Spain It was, how¬ 
ever, stipulated that the marriage should not take place until after 
the birth of an heir to the throne ol Spain ^ The young Queen was 
now (1845) in her sixteenth year, her mother, the Regent, failing 
a French Prince, would have preferred a Coburg Lord Aberdeen 
promised Guizot that such an alliance should receive no support 
from England, but in 1846 the Queen-Regent offered the Queen’s 
Ashley, i. 272. J OJ. Aberdeen to Reel ap. Q.V.L, ii 52. 



THE SPANISH MABRIAGBS 


165 


18S2] 

hand to Prince Leopold of Saxe-Coburg, a nephew of the King of the 
Belgians and a brother of the King of Portugal. Palmerston’s 
mention of Prince Leopold’s possible candidature in a Foreign Office 
despatch gave Louis Philippe a pretext for repudiating his promise, 
and on October 10th, 1816, the mainage of Queen Isabella to her 
cousin Don Franciso Duke of Cadiz and of her sister to Montpeiisier 
were simultaneously celebrated at Madrid The Spanish Prince was 
a man notoriously unfit for marriage, and the news of the shameful 
proceeding caused the liveliest indignation in England. Not least 
at Court, for the Queen icsented it as a personal breach of faith and 
deplored it as a wanton destruction of the entente. “ Guizot’s 
conduct,” she wrote, “ is beyond all belief shameful and so shabbily 
dishonest. . . My feelings were and are deeply wounded.” ^ The 
Spanish marriage question was, however, of transitory importance. 

Always unsavoury, and peihaps exaggerated at the moment, it lost 
whatever significance it ever possessed after the fall of the Orleanist 
dynasty in France. 

' The politics of the West quickly reacted on the East. The Austrian 
rupture of the Anglo-French entente gave Austria the opportunity, 
with the cordial assent of her Eastern neighbours, of extinguishing Craoow 
the independence of Cracow, the last remnant of free Poland. 

Against this annexation Lord Palmerston protested m vain. 

In regard to Portugal, however, the Western Powers were still Affairs in 
able to act m accord Matters had not settled down m that unhappy Portugal 
country.In May, 1846, the Miguelists again raised an insuirection, 
and only by the aid of an English fleet, acting m conjunction with 
the fleets of France and Spam, was the authority of Queen Maria 
and the ascendancy of the Constitutional party restored (1847) But 
for Palmerston’s prompt intervention Queen Maria would have owed 
her restoration to Spam, and a severe check would have been con¬ 
currently administered to liberal principles and to English commerce. 

A project launched about this time for the eventual fusion of Portugal 
and Spam was sternly resisted by the English Minister ® 

Equally effective was his action m reference to the Swiss Sander- The 
bund. Between 1830 and 1848 Switzerland was m a condition of®™®? 

Sf)ndPT» 

perpetual unrest, and there seemed little probability that the 
fedeiation would hold together. In 1832 the Union was threatened 1848-1347 
by the “ progressive ” cantons who formed the Siebener Konkordat, 
to secure the sanctity of their reformed constitution. In 1843 the 
seven Roman Catholic and more conservative cantons retaliated with 
the Sonderbund. The Sonderbund stood for religious education, the 
retention of the Jesuits, the maintenance of the monasteries, and the 
sanctity of the federal Pact of 1815 ' The conservative cantons could 

‘ To ICing Leopold ol Belgium, Q f'.L. ii. 128,121), and cj passim, vol. u. chaps. 

XUl. XIV XV 

“ See mpia, p. 124 


“Ashley, i. 18-20. 
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count on the strong support of Mettermch, with whose views Russia, 
Prussia, and Sardinia were in full accord, Guizot and Louis Philippe 
inclined in the same direction. English opinion, on the contrary, 
was strongly influenced by Grote’a letters to the Spectator, in favour 
of the “ progressive ” cantons. i Palmerston saw his opportunity of 
paying off Louis Philippe for the Spanish trick, and Mettermch for 
the annexation of Cracow. His anxiety was twofold : to prevent 
the intervention of the reactionary Courts in Switzerland, and to 
secure the final expulsion of the Jesuits. He played his game with 
consummate skill He kept the ring for the Protestant cantons, 
warded off the interference of the Powers, and he had the satisfaction 
of seeing the forces of unionism and progress completely triumphant 
(Nov. ] 847). The Sonderhund was dissolved • the federal union was 
consolidated, and Switzerland was finally delivered from the dangers 
of foreign intei fcreiiee. 

The year The Sondeibund episode served to intensify the mistrust felt by 

of revolu- Palmerston for the continental Courts—particularly that of Austria. 
The moment was fast approaching when the Hapsburg dominions 
were to pass through the revolutionary furnace. On every side they 
were vulnerable ; in Hungary, Bohemia, above all, perhaps in Italy 
Palmerston gauged to a nicety the situation m Italy, and m 1847 
he despatched Lord Minto on a special mission to warn the Italian 
Sovereigns of the coming cataclysm, and to advise them to avert 
Italy in revolution by timely reforms. “ You are instructed to say ’’ (he 
1848 wrote to the English representatives at the Italian Courts) “ that the 
direction of the progress of reform and improvement is still m the 
hands of the Sovereign, but that it is now too late for them to attempt 
to obstruct reasonable progress ” (Jan. 1848). “ Yield to-day that 
which IS reasonably asked, and resist to-morrow that which you will 
be borne out in resisting, but do not let us put ourselves in the wrong 
to-day merely for fear that we may find ourselves in the right to¬ 
morrow.” ^ Nor must reform be obstructed, should the Sovereigns 
decide to initiate it, by outside interference. In makmg this claim 
on their behalf Palmerston showed himself the true disciple of 
Castlereagh and Canning, 

The Italian Sovereigns were not wholly inattentive to his advice. 
In January King Ferdinand granted a constitution to the two 
Sicilies; the Grand Duke of Tuscany followed suit in February, and 
early in March constitutions were established in Piedmont and in 
Rome But news had by this time reached Italy which caused all 
thought of mere constitutional reform to be flung aside. The flood¬ 
gates of revolution burst open in Pans. Louis Philippe pusillani- 
mously abdicated on February 24th, and France proclaimed the 
Second Republic. In March the waters reached Vienna ; revolutions 
broke out in Austria, Hungary, Bohemia, and many parts of Germany; 

' Palmerston to Minto ap, Ashley, i 8 
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Metternich himself was driven into exile. The news aroused the 
greatest enthusiasm among Italian Liberals. Before the end of 
Slarch the Austrians were compelled to evacuate Milan; Venice re¬ 
established the republic under Daniel Manm ; Mettermeh’s puppets 
fled from their thrones in Modena and Parma; Charles Albert, 

King of Sardinia, placed himself at the head of the national move¬ 
ment ; the Grand Duke of Tuscany joined him; even Ferdinand of 
Naples was obliged to simulate adherence to the movement; Lombard, 

Venice, Parma, Piacenza, Modena declared by plebiscite for fusion 
with Sardinia, the union of North Italy, under the hegemony of 
Sardinia, seemed in the twinkling of an eye to have been achieved. 

The Italian riiorgimento had no more cordial fnend than England,^ England 
Palmerston favoured from the first the formation of an Italian federa- 
tion, one unit of which should be a large North Italian Kingdom, move- 
stretching from the Alps to the Adriatic, under the House of Savoy, ment 
As for the flapsburg Empue, he believed that it would be strengthened 
rather than weakened by the surrender of the Italian provmces. 

“ I cannot regret,” he wrote to the King of the Belgians, “ the 
expulsion of the Austrians from Italy. . . Her rule was hateful to 
the Italians and has long been maintained only by an expenditure of 
money and an exertion of military effort which left Austria less able 
to maintain her interests elsewhere, Italy was to her tlie heel of 
Achilles, and not the shield of Ajax. The Alps are her natural 
barrier and her best defence,” ^ To Austrian rule elsewhere he was 
no enemy : “ North of the Alps we wish her all the prosperity and 
success m the world ” “ The Prime Minister shared the views of 
the Foreign Secretary, though he expressed them with more reserve ; 
to the Court, however, they were anathema. On July 1st, 1848, the 
Queen wrote to Palmerston: “ She cannot conceal from him that 
she IS ashamed of the policy which we are pursuing in this Italian 
controversy For one thing Queen and Ministers were alike 
obviously unprepared—the remarkable recovery of the Haps burg 
power in Italy. On March 28rd, 1849, Charles Albert’s last army 
was crushed by Radetsky at Novara; in August, Venice surrendered ; 
the vassal Princes were once more restored m Central Italy, the 
Roman Republic had fallen before the assault of France in July; 

Pius IX. was restored to the Vatican ; King Ferdinand, or “ Bomba ” 
as his subjects called him, was once more supreme in the two Sicilies. 

On every side the revolutionary movement collapsed, and for another 
decade the triumph of Austrian absolutism in Italy was assured. 

Despite his strong sympathy for the Italian cause, and indeed for 

' This fact has always been recognized m ftaiv itself, and the evidence has 
lately been marshalled with great skill by Mr W R Thayer, Life and Times of 
Cavour, London, 1011. 

“ June 15Lh, ISdiS, Ashley, i 98 

" To Ponsonby at Vienna, July Slst, 1848 

' (2 V L, u 215, and passim, o, xvu. 
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that of “ oppressed nationalities,” wherever they were to be found, 
Palmerston preserved the formal neutrality of England with tolerable 
success “ Every post,” he writes, “ sends me a lamenting Minister 
throwing himself and his country upon England for help which I am 
obliged to tell him we cannot afford him.” Nevertheless, the 
Woolwich Arsenal was permitted to supply the Sicilian insurgents 
indirectly with arms, and Palmerston allowed himself the luxiuy of 
pouring out his soul to a somewhat unsympathetic Ambassador at 
Vienna. “ The Austrians,” he wrote to Ponsonby (Sept. 9th, 1849), 

“ are really the greatest brutes that ever called themselves by the 
undeserved name of civilized men. Their atrocities in Galicia, in 
Italy, m Hungary, m Transylvania aie only to be equalled by the 
proceedmgs of the negro race m Africa and Haiti ... I do hope that 
you will maintain the honour and dignity of England by expressing 
openly and decidedly the disgust which such proceedings excite in the 
public mind m this country.” ^ Small wonder that such vehemence 
excited tlie alarm of Palmerston’s Royal mistress ; with the people, 
however, his popularity steadily increased. 

The " 3 u-" The Munster was not content with words. He encouraged the 
wSr Sultan to refuse to surrender Kossuth and other Hungarian refugees 
holder” escaped into Turkey, and when the lattei was threatened 

with war by Austria and Russia, he ordered the British fleet up to the 
Dardanelles. The French Repubhc acted in concert with Great 
Britain; but, with or without alhes, Palmerston was “ resolved to 
support Turkey, let who will be against her in this matter ”, He 
was prepared even for war, though he did not anticipate it. The 
despatch of the fleet “ was, for the Sultan, like holding a bottle of 
salts to the nose of a lady who had been frightened The bold 
policy was successful But the pace set by Palmerston was becoming 
too hot for his colleagues. Neither to their qualms, however, nor to 
those of the Queen did he pay much heed. He regarded the Foreign 
Office as his peculium, and aU intruders were politely warned off. 
The Prime Minister, though sympathetic in the mam towards bis 
colleague’s policy, found it impossible to defend his methods. The 
Queen detested the end no less than the means. By Palmerston 
himself her remonstrances were ignored t Lord John, though no 
courtier, could not and did not treat them so lightly He felt indeed, 
and told Palmerston, that the Queen’s “ uneasiness was not always 
groundless,” and by the spring of 1830 he had made up his mind to 
remove his impetuous lieutenant from the Foreign Office ® His in¬ 
tention, however, was frustrated partly by the attack made upon the 
foreign policy of the Government by the Opposition leaders, and still 
more by Palmeiston’s superb vindication of it in the House of 
Commons, a vindication which pul him on a pedestal of popularity. 

' Ashley, i. 189 ^ To Lord Normanby, October 23rd, 1849 

’ Walpole, Rwisell, u 43-48 
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To that popularity nothing contributed more po-werfully than “ Dims 
Palmerston’s enforcement of the claims of two British subjects 
against the corrupt and dilatory Government of Greece. At the 
hands of that Government, Mr Finlay, the eminent historian, and 
Don Paciflco, a Portuguese Jew born in Gibraltar, had suffered un¬ 
questionable wrong. That Pacifleo’s own record was none of the 
best mattered nothing to the Foreign Secretary Equally with Mr. 

Finlay he was a British subject, his repeated and just demands for 
redress had been ignored at Athens. Lord Palmerston’s own efforts 
were similarly vain, and he determined, therefore, to instruct the 
British Admiral “ to take Athens on his way back from the Darda¬ 
nelles ”. Russia resented the pressure thus put upon King Otho, 
the enfant gdU de VabsolutisTne; the French President sulked, was 
offended by the refusal of his offer of mediation, and withdrew his 
Ambassador, Droun de Lhuys, from London. But Palmerston went 
on his way unheeding and quickly achieved the desired end. Not 
even m England were his methods universally approved In the 
House of Lords Lord Stanley moved .— 

“ That while the House fully recognizes the right and duty of the 
Government to secure to her Majesty’s subjects residing in foreign 
states the full protection of the laws of those states, it regrets to 
find .. that vaiious claims against the Greek Government, doubtful 
in point of justice or exaggerated in amount, have been enforced by 
coercive measmes directed against the commerce and people of 
Greece and calculated to endanger the continuance of our friendly 
relations with other powers.” Suppoited by Lord Aberdeen and 
Lord Brougham, the motion was carried by a majority of thirty- 
seven In the Commons, on the contrary, a vote of confidence was 
carried, after four nights’ debate, by a majority of forty-six. That 
result, was primarily due to Lord Palmerston’s own speech. Holding 
the attention of the House for no less than four hours, the Minister 
offered an elaborate vindication of his whole work at the Foreign 
Office. In turn he passed in review his action m regard to Greece, 
Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, and Italy, defended the principles 
which could be traced throughout it, and challenged a verdict on the 
pohey as a whole. One at least of his points was incontrovertible. 

“ While we have seen thrones shaken, shattered, levelled, institutions 
overthrown and destroyed—while in almost every country of Europe 
the conflict of civil war has deluged the land with blood , . this 

country has presented a spectacle honourable to the people of England 
and worthy of the admiration of mankind.” Nor could his concluding 
question fail of its effect: ” whether, as the Roman in the days of 
old held himself free from indignity when he could say ‘ Civis Romanus 
mm,’ so also a British subject, in whatever land he may be, shall feel 
confident that the watchful eye and the strong arm of England will 
protect him against injustice and wrong ? ” Peel, m the last speech 
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he ever delivered, declared that Palmerston’s speech “ has made us 
all proud of him ” Lord John felicitously described him as “ Minister 
of England ”, He himself confessed to his brother that he had 
become “ the most popular man that for a veiy long course of time ” 
had held the Foreign Office. 

The Lord Palmerston’s triumph, though complete, was short-lived. 

Queen’s Rhetoric might sway the House of Commons, it had no effect what- 

MiTim ever on the judgment of the Queen. She resented the Minister’s 
treatment of the Crown ; she deplored his diplomatic methods ; and 
she profoundly mlshnisted his aims. In paiticular she complained, 
and with reason, that the Minister gave her no time to master the 
contents of Despatches which she was called upon to approve. 
Palmerston, on his side, treated the Queen much as an old family 
solicitor is apt to treat a young lady client: her perusal and approval 
were to be taken for granted The Queen’s conception of her plain 
duty was diametrically opposed to this. She repeatedly complained 
not only to the Foreign Secretary, but to the Prime Minister. Neither 
to her remonstrances nor to his Chief’s did Palmerston pay the least 
attention The Queen m'ged his removal from the Foreign Office, 
and Russell acquiesced, but the issue of the Debate on June 29th 
warned him of the futility of attempting it at the moment. On 
July 28th the Queen again complained that “ there is no question 
of delicacy and danger m which Lord Palmerston will not arbitrarily 
and without reference to his colleagues or Sovereign engage this 
country ”. Ultimately, on August 12th, the Queen drafted a formal 
memorandum explaining “ what it is she expects from her Foreign 
Secretary ”. “ She requires (1) That he will distinctly state what he 
proposes in a given case, in order that the Queen may know as 
distinctly to what she has given her Royal sanction ; (2) Having once 
given her sanction to a measure, that it be not arbitrarily altered or 
modified by the Minister; such an act she must consider as failing 
in sincerity towards the Crown, and justly to be visited by the exercise 
of her constitutional right of dismissing that Minister She expects 
to be kept informed of what passes between him and the Foreign 
Ministers before important decisions are taken, based upon that 
intercourse, to receive the foreign despatches in good time, and to 
have the drafts for her approval sent to her in sufficient time to make 
herself acquainted with their contents before they must be sent off ” ^ 
Lord Palmerston professed penitence, promised amendment, and 
went on precisely as before. In the autumn General Haynau, an 
Austrian soldier who had earned a reputation for exceptional cruelty 
m Hungary, was mobbed and hooted in London by the draymen 
when he was visiting the brewery of Messrs. Barclay and Perkins. 
Palmerston had to apologize to the Austrian Ambassador, Baron 
Roller, but could not refrain from an expression of his opinion that 

n 816 
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Haynau’s visit was “ a wanton insult to the people of this country 
The Queen was seriously annoyed, and told the Minister that she 
could “ as little approve of the introduction of lynch law in this 
country as of the violent vituperations with which Lord Palmerston 
accuses and condemns public men in other countries . . without 
having the means of obtaining correct information or of sifting 
evidence The rebuke was a stinging one, but no candid person 
can aifirm that it was unmerited. As spokesman of Great Britain 
among the nations Palmerston had great merits, and under a strong 
Prime Minister they might have been less obviously balanced by 
defects As it was, the task of correction fell too often to the Crown, 
and the Crown cannot permit repeated warnings to be disregarded 
without loss of dignity. It was unfortunate that on the merits of 
the disputes between himself and the Court the Foreign Secretary 
was more often right than wrong. In regard to Italy, as in regard 
to Schleswig-Holstein and other questions, the Queen’s views were 
indubitably biassed by personal and dynastic considerations. Of 
these Palmerston was not unnaturally intolerant, but no degree of 
certainty as to the unassailable correctness of his own attitude can 
justify Palmerston’s disrespectful treatment of the Crown Some 
part of his irritation was doubtless due to the fact that there was a 
Prince Consort behmd the Throne, and behind the Piince a Baron 
Stockmar. It is true also that the Queen had not yet accumulated 
the experience which proved so valuable to her Ministers in the later 
years of her reign; but her grasp of European politics was already 
firm, and, apart from this, she had certain constitutional rights m 
regard to the conduct of foreign affairs winch no Minister was at 
liberty to Ignore. 

Nor was Palmerston more complacent towards his colleagues and 
his Chief than towards the Sovereign Throughout 1860 and 1851 
there was increasing friction between the Prime Minister and the 
Foreign Secretary. It came to a head m October, 1851, when 
Kossuth, the leader of the Hungarian revolution, landed in England. 
It was announced that he was to be received by Lord Palmerston. 
Lord John insisted that the proposed interview would be “ improper 
and unnecessary ”, and in plain terms interdicted it Palmerston 
hotly retorted : “ I do not choose to be dictated to as to whom I 
may or may not receive m my own house ” The Cabinet supported 
the Premier, and Palmerston gave way; but a few weeks later he 
received a Radical deputation which presented him with an address 
in which the Emperors of Austria and Russia were referred to as 
“ odious and detestable assassins ”. Not unnaturally, the Queen 
was mtensely annoyed ; but the Premier, though he could not justify 
his colleague, still hesitated to dismiss him. 

At last, however, even Lord John’s forbearance was exhausted, 
01 oerhaps his timidity was overcome. News reached London on 
7 
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The CdBi) December 8rd, 1861, of the mihlary coup d'dtat by which Pnnce 
P^cf virtually overthrew the Second Republic^ dissolving 

Louis Na-the chambers by armed force and crushing their supporters at the 
poleoa barricades with rutiiless severity. The Queen, learning of it on the 
msi) enjoined the strictest neutrality; the Prune Minister concurred, 

and instructions in this sense were sent by the Foreign Office to 
Lord Normanby.® The latter learned, however, from the French 
Foreign Minister that Palmerston had already expressed approval of 
the coup d’etat to Count Walewsla,= an approval which naturally 
rendered his own position difficult. He embodied the facts in a 
despatch which ultimately came before the Queen and the Piime 
Mimster The latter entirely associated himself with the Queen’s 
displeasure, dismissed Palmerston from the Foreign Office, and, with 
the Queen’s cordial approval, appointed m his place Lord Granville. 
A curiously mcongruous offer of the Vice-royalty of Ireland was 
caustically declined by Palmerston. 

The matter has been endlessly discussed, but the facts are no 
longer in dispute. It is clear that Palmerston cordially approved 
the coup partly on the principle of self-defence, partly on the 
ground that the existing constitution of France was unworkable; it 
IS clear also that, while instructing Normanby to maintain a neutral 
attitude in Pans, he allowed the French Government to know his 
own opinion without reserve. That Normanby had grave cause for 
complaint against the Foreign Secretary is certain. That Palmerston 
had cause for complaint agamst Normanby is also probable. On 
April 16th, 1850, Louis Napoleon said to Lord Malmesbury, a visitor 
in Paris • “ Your Ambassador, Lord Normanby, is intriguing agamst 
me, although his Chief, Lord Palmerston, and some of your Cabinet 
Ministry are in my favour. I believe Lord Normanby carries on a 
private correspondence with Prince Albert to my detriment.” * That 
some of his colleagues, including the Prime Minister, shared his 
opinions and were partneis in his indiscretion was publicly affirmed 
by Palmerston and not denied by them. But it is also true that in 
such a matter a peculiar rcsponsibihty attaches to the Foreign 
Secretary, and it can hardly be denied tliat the Queen had a fair 
pretext for insisting on his iLsmissal. 

Her own delight at the issue was unbounded. “ I have the 
greatest pleasure,” she wrote to King Leopold, “ m announcing to 
you a piece of news which I know will give you as much satisfaction 
and relief as it does to us and will do to the whole world. Lord 
Palmerston is no longer Foreign Secretary.” ® The Queen’s pleasure 

‘The formal oveithiow was a veai later, December, 1862 

“ Out Ambassador in Pans 

‘ French Ambassadoi in liondon He was an illegitimate son of Napoleon I, 
and a gieat confidant of his nephew ‘ See Malmesbury, Memoirs, p 192, 

" See on the whole matter Ashley, Palmerston, i o vii , Q.V L. i\. c jtx ; 
Martin, Life of Pnnce Consort, n. u. xhv ; Walpole, llussell, ii c. xxu. ; Argyll. 
Auielnograplnj, i B48 
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was shared at many Courts, particularly at Vienna. Schwarzenberg 
gave a ball, and an English attache wrote: “ these arrogant fools 
here actually think that they have overthrown Lord Palmerston 
German opinion was not unfairly reflected in the doggerel lines :— 

Hat der Teufel einen Sohn 
So iBt er sioher Palmerston 

The whole matter gave rise to formal explanations in the House 
of Commons. The French coup d'dlat was not popular in England; 
military plots arc rightly disliked m a constitutional country; the 
revelation of the Queen’s Memorandum gave the Prime Minister a 
temporary—^perhaps an unfair—advantage; Palmerston, with some 
chivalry, declined a retort, and Ins reply was consequently ineffective 
and ill-received.^ But, as already recorded, Russell’s triumph was 
bnef. For about two months he was master on his own quarter¬ 
deck, but in the first breeze the ship itself foundered. 

The coup d'etat induced a great deal of uneasiness in England; anesigno- 
military monarchy led by unscrupulous men had replaced the weak t'o® 
republic; the national defences were notoriously defective, and 
Russell, therefore, on February 16th, proposed a scheme for the Ministry, 
reorganization of the mihtia Palmerston carried an amendment to 
the Bill, the Ministry was left in a minority, and, treating the vote 
as one of no-confidence, resigned on February 20th. 

The Queen called upon Lord Derby to form a Government, His The first 
party was in a clear minority in the House of Commons j it had no 
assured majority in the Lords, and its leaders, after twenty years of 
Whig and Peelite administration, were entirely lacking m official Deo 1862 
experience. It was natural, therefore, that Lord Derby should look 
for help to the man who had turned out the late Government. 
Palmerston, however, would not join him “ on account of Protec¬ 
tion,” “ and Derby, therefore, had to rely exclusively upon in¬ 
experienced Conservatives. Lord Malmesbury succeeded Lord 
Granville at the Foreign Office, Sir John Pakmgton became Colonial 
Secretary, Mr. W’'alpole went to the Home Office. The Duke of 
Northumberland took the Admiralty and Lord St. Leonards the 
Woolsack. Loid Lonsdale who became Lord President of the 
Council and Mr. Hernes who was President of the Board of Control 
were with their Chief the only Ministers who had ever held Cabinet 
office before. But of the new appointments incomparably the most 
interesting was that of Disraeli, who became Chancellor of the 
Exchequer and leader of the House of Commons. Well might Sir 
James Graham “ give his grave head a portentous shake when he 
spoke of the novel precedent of a whole cargo of the rank and file 

‘ His apologia is to be tounii in Ashley, i. c vu As usual iL is stiong on the 
merits ot the case, hut leas conclusive as a reply to the oiiticiam ol the Queen and 
Itusbdl 

The phrase is Lord Malmesbury’s Memoirs', p. 220. 
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being carried dotra to Windsor to be made members of the Privy 
Council, before they could receive the seals of oifice ”A “ All kinds 
of jokes,” wrote Lord Malmesbury, “ were made m respect of our 
being such novices m oifice.” * Lord Derby himself referred to his 
team of young horses: “ not one had ever been m harness before, 
and they went beautifully; not one kicked among them ”.® ’ 

Militia The new Government was clearly a makeshift; an appeal to the 
country could not be long delayed ; and, until the constituencies 
had declared themselves, it was agreed that the policy of the Govern¬ 
ment, fiscal and otherwise, should be conceived, as far as possible, 
on non-conti'oversial lines. Supported by Palmerston they passed 
with ease, to the chagrin of Russell, an Act for the reorganization of 
the mihtia The scheme differed from the rejected scheme put 
forward by Russell in two respects; the new force was to be national 
instead of local, and it was to be recruited by voluntary enhstment, 
the compulsory ballot being reserved as a last resort 
Disiaeli’a Disraeli’s first essay as Chancellor of the Exechequer was eagerly 
fliat Bud- awaited. IIis Budget, however, was framed necessarily on conven- 
tional lines: he renewed the income tax for twelve months, but for 
reasons stated above made no attempt to revive protectionist 
principles. Disraeli’s own statement won the unstinted applause of 
the Free Traders who accepted it as a triumphant vindication of the 
pohcy pursued during the last ten years. 

The Gen- The Parliament elected m 1847 was dissolved on July 2nd, 1852, 
but the General Election made little change in the balance of parties 
In the new Parliament the Whigs and Radicals numbered 819, the 
Tories between 290 and 800, and the Peclites 40-50. Parliament met 
on November 4th, but the mind of the nation was set not on the 
vicissitudes of parties, nor on political conflicts, but on doing the 
last honours, with hearts unisoned by the sense of a national sorrow, 
to one who was always above the common party turmoil. 

Death of On November 18th, the Iron Duke, who had died on September 
14th, was laid to rest in St. Paul’s Cathedral. The Sovereign and 
lington her people mourned m common for one who had served devotedly 
both Queen and country. Truly was the great Duke buried “ vrith 
an Empire’s lamentation ”, ” to the noise of the mourning of a 
mighty nation ” ” No man,” wrote Lord Palmerston, “ ever hved 

or died in the possession of a more unanimous love, respect, and 
esteem.” Greville, who was no respecter of persons, noted the 
deference which all men paid to one who occupied a place unique 
among his countrymen, This tribute was due not only to the 
conqueror of Napoleon, but to one who in council was recognized, 

' Argyll, Memmra, i 301 
’ Maimesbuiy, p 234, 

” “ A very sorry Cabinet,” was the Queen’s description of it— QV.h li 
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despite obvious limitations, as having a single eye to his Sovereign’s 
and his country’s interest 

Our greatest, yet with least pretence, 

Great in council and great in war, 

Foicmoat captain of his time, 

Rich m saving eoramon-sense, 

And, as the greatest only are, 

In hi3 simplicity sublime 

The elections had given no encouiagenient to Protection, and on The end 
November 11th, Disraeli announced that the principle was to 
decently interred For the militant Free Traders this was not^ion 
enough They demanded from the Derby Ministry not merely 
abandonment but recantation On November 28rd Villiers proposed 
a motion to extort it, but Palmerston intervened, and the House 
contented itself with a pious affirmation of the principle. Protection, 
as Disraeh said, was not only dead but damned. But the respite 
secured to the Ministry by Lord Palmerston was of short duration. 

On December 8rd Disraeli submitted his Budget to the House of 
Commons. Protection was dead, but Peel’s most bitter assailant 
felt it incumbent upon him to do something for the mourners His 
scheme was highly ingenious and his exposition of it masterly. He 
proposed to conciliate the general consumer by gradual remission of 
half the tea duty; to help farmer and consumer alike by remitting 
half the malt tax, to assess income tax on one-third of the farmer’s 
rental instead of one-half; to distinguish between “ earned ” and 
“ unearned income ” by extending the downward limit to £100 of 
the former and £50 of the latter He calculated that the readjust¬ 
ment of the income tax would make little difference in the yield, but 
the remissions of tea duty and malt tax were to be off-set by an 
extension of the house tax to houses assessed at £10 a year and the 
raising of the rate from 9d to Is 6d in the £ On this last proposal 
he was defeated, and Lord Derby’s spirited but short-lived enterprise 
came to an end (Dec 20th, 1852). 
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CHAPTER XII 

THE COALITION AND THE CRIMEAN WAR 
(19B2-185B) 

I T was not dithcult to get rid of Lord Derby and Disraeli ; it was 
less easy to replace them The Whig party did not possess a 
majority; still less did the Conservatives; but the latter had 
buned Protection ; and there seemed, therefore, no adequate reason 
why the breach of 1846 should not be healed and why the Peelites 
should not join forces with Lord Derby Had they done so, it is 
not impossible that the Crimean War might have been avoided 
They preferred, however, coalition with the Whigs But who was 
to form and lead their new Ministry ? Lord John was the acknow¬ 
ledged leader of the largest section of the House of Commons, but 
there can be no doubt that m rejecting his claim the Crown repre¬ 
sented an all but universal sentiment. " Lord John will never 
again unite us, take my word for this,” So Roebuck wrote to 
Graham.^ Palmerston “could feel no conlidence in his discretion 
or judgment as a political leader and could place no trust in his 
steady fidelity as a colleague ” The Queen, interpreting the situa¬ 
tion with her unfailing discrimination, summoned two veteran Peers, 
Lord Lansdowne and Lord Aberdeen The former was prevented 
by illness from obeying the summons, and Lord Aberdeen, yielding 
to the strong wishes of the Sovereign, of his friends, and of Lord 
Lansdowne himself, agreed to form a coalition Government “ The 
arrangement of offices under the Junction company has been very 
difficult ” Thus wrote Lord Jolm to Lord Panmure That it was 
so was due primarily to the indecision, the caprice, and vanity of 
Russell himself.® Had he declined to take any part m a Government 
of which he was not to be the head, his position would have been 
both honourable and intelligible That it would have been highly 
embarrassing to the Sovereign, to his colleagues, and to the country 
must be admitted Nor could he fail to perceive it He had suffi¬ 
cient magnanimity to accept the sacrifice involved m the surrender 
of the Premiership, but not enough ever to forget that he had made 
It, His vacillation tried even the patience of Aberdeen Now he 
would stand aside altogether; now he would take the Foreign 
Office with the lead of the Commons ; * now he would lead without 

‘ Graham, u. loi 
* Panmure Papers, i 87 

’ Gladstone speaks of his conduct in Cabinet as “ moat capricious and iin 
happv ” (Morley, i 4501, and Motley also quotes a notable opinion by Sir P 
Baring 

* Despite hia assurance to Graham, August 1852 “ I could not be leader m 

the House ol Commons for a peer-prenuet ” 
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portfolio. Eventually he took the Foreign Oilice on the under¬ 
standing that when Parliainent met he would surrender it to Lord 
Clarendon. This arrangement was carried out, and Lord John 
retained his seat in the Cabinet and the leadership of the House, 
without portfolio Such a solution of the difficulty was open to 
grave constitutional objection, and the Queen was not alone in 
resenting it. The Sovereign bluntly exprc.ssed to Lord John himself 
her displeasure that “ so important an innovation in the construction 
of the Executive Government should have been practically decided 
upon by arrangement uitendcd to meet personal wants under peculiar 
and accidental circumstances ”.i Nor is it possible to assert that 
the rebuke, though severe, was undeserved. In striking contrast to 
the attitude of Russell was that of Palmerston who cheerfully 
accepted the Home Office and did admirable work there The 
other Secretaryship of State—Colonies and War—^went to a Peehte, 
the Duke of Newcastle, and the same group supplied a Secretary at 
War (Mr. Sidney Hcibert), a Chancellor of the Exchequer (Gladstone), 
a First Lord of the Admiralty (Sir James Graham), and a Privy Seal, 
m the person of the young Duke of Argyll. In all, therefore, the 
Peelites secured six places m the Cabinet, including the Premiership. 

The Whigs got six—Lord Lansdowne, without portfolio. Lord 
Granville (President of the Council), Lord Cranworth (Chancellor), 

Sir Charles Wood (Board of Control). Lord John Russell and Sir 
William Molesworth (Commissioner of Works) The last named was 
regarded as the solitary representative of the Radical left wing; 
while the thirteenth member—Palmerston—^stood, m a party sense, 
alone 

The new Cabinet was exceptionally rich—perhaps over-rich—in 
administrative capacity, and several men of first-rate ability, notably 
Mr, Cardwell, had necessarily to be content with subordinate office, 
but it may be questioned whether their aggregate strength was at all 
equal to the sum of their individual capacities “ It is a powerful 
team,” said Graham, “ but it will require good driving. There are 
some odd tempers and queer ways among them, but on the whole 
they are gentlemen, and they have a perfect gentleman at their head, 
who IS honest and direct and who will not brook insincerity in 
others.” ® The Duke of Argyll bears testimony to the fact that of 
all the Cabinets in which he sat none “ worked more smoothly or 
with less individual friction ” ® But England, as Disraeli shrewdly 
said, does not love coalitions, and the record of the Coalition of 1852 
did not tend to enhance her affection 

A. measure for the better Government of India (1858) brought Glad-^ 
a stage nearer the final substitution of the Crown for the Company, 
and threw open to public competition the Indian Civil Service A get 
Bill for removing Jewish disabilities was carried through the 
‘ Q.g.h. 1 , 63b ‘ ll. 197 “ Auiubiugraphy, i. 388. 
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Caramons, though it was rejected in the Lords, but the outstanding 
feature of the session of 1858 was Gladstone’s first Budget. 

This remarkable Budget was, m the first instance, unfolded to 
his Cabinet colleagues in “ a conversational exposition which en¬ 
dured without a moment’s interruption for more than three houi's 
Well might the Duke of Argyll refer to this performance as “ by far 
the most wonderful effort that I ever listened to from the lips of 
man Gladstone’s close and pellucid argument carried conviction 
to his colleagues ]ust as a week later (April 18th) it compelled the 
admiring assent of the House of Commons. For nearly five hours 
the great orator held the rapt attention of the House while he ex¬ 
pounded the boldest financial scheme submitted to Parliament since 
the days of Peel. 

It was, primarily, an Income Tax Budget. The tax renewed for 
twelve months by Disraeli was about to expire. Ought it to be 
renewed at all, and if so, under what conditions ? There was a 
strong agitation in favour of a differentiation in the rate of the tax 
according to the source of the income. Gladstone had himself 
inclined originally to this view, and his first business in connection 
with the Budget was to convince himself that such differentiation 
would be destructive of the vital principle of the tax His second 
business was to convince the Cabinet; his thiid to convince the 
Commons. In all three tasks he was triumphantly successful. He 
admitted the grave defects of the income tax : its irregularity; its 
unpopularity; its mquisitoiial character, and the temptations it 
offered to fraud. If the House bade him, he could and he would 
renounce it altogether, but he besought them “ not to nibble at it ” ; 
to retain it, if at all, “ m a state in which it will be fit for service in 
an emergency ”. For such emergencies it ought, in his view, to be 
reserved, and not to be regarded as a “ permanent portion of our 
ordinary financial system ”. He proposed, therefore, to renew it for 
seven years—^for two years at 7d., for a further two at 6d , for three 
years at 5d.—and to look forward to its final extinction on April 6th, 
1860. Meanwhile, he refused to differentiate between the sources of 
income; he extended the tax to mcomes between £160 and £100 a 
year (at the 6d. rate throughout), and he brought Ireland into the 
mesh. This was the first keynote of the Budget scheme. The 
second was the extension of the legacy duty to real property passing 
by Will, and to both personality and reality passing under Settle¬ 
ment. A third was an increase of the duty on Scotch and Irish 
spirits, and a revision of certain trade licenses. From all these 
sources Gladstone anticipated a surplus of some £2,000,000, and, 
counting on this, he proceeded to a bold application of the principles 
he had learnt from Peel. He took 128 articles out of the customs 
tariff altogether, and he reduced the duty on 183 more, notably that 
^ Autobiography, 422-42U 
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on tea (from 2s. 2jd to Is. per lb). He forgave Ireland the famine- 
debt of £4,500,000 ; he repealed the excise duty on soap ; he reduced 
the tax on life assurance from 2s. 6d. to Is. per £100, and simplified 
many other taxes and duties. 

This Budget debate afforded, as a colleague justly remarks, “ one 
of those rare occasions on which a ready fine speech not only decides 
the fate of a Government, but enlightens the mind of a people and 
determines for an indefinite time to come the coiu’se of national 
legislation In one sense Gladstone’s scheme never got its chance. 

He budgeted for seven year’s of peace, and assumed that no increase 
of expenditure would be demanded. His prescience was not equal 
to his courage In another sense the long view was justified ; the 
scheme stood the unforeseen test uncommonly well; the underlying 
principles proved their adaptability to altered circumstances, and 
although the 5th of April, 1860, did not witness the final extinction 
of the income tax, and though some may deplore the increasing 
rehance upon taxes which tend to the dispersion of capital, the fact 
remains that the nation emeiged financially unscathed from the 
Crimean War and the Indian Mutiny. 

Into these troubled waters we must now plunge. 

There are two conflicting views as to the origin of the difficulties The Cn- 
which issued in the Crimean War. Queen Victona ascribed it 
the “ selfishness and ambition of one man (the Czar Nicholas) and cause 
his servants,” ^ Kinglake holds Napoleon III, primarily responsible 
Neither view can be accepted m its naked simplicity, though in 
each there is a large element of truth. Napoleon III, if not the 
primary cause of the war, was at least the immediate firebrand in the 
Eastern conflagration. By a treaty of 1740 France had obtained 
from Turkey the custody of several of the Holy Places m and near 
Jerusalem. The Latins became neglectful of their rights m the latter 
part of the eighteenth century, and the guardianship fell to Greek 
monks In May, 1850, however. Loins Napoleon anxious to con¬ 
ciliate the support of the Clericals in France, asserted his right to 
place Latin monks in possession of the Holy Places. This demand was 
supported by Austria, Spam, and other Roman Cathohe powers, and 
after some delay it was, in substance, conceded by the Sultan. The 
concession roused bitter resentment in the mind of the Czar Nicholas, 
whose dignity was already outraged by the establishment of the 
democratic Empire in France. Not for the first time the Porte 
found itself between the upper and the nether millstone, and, in 
order to escape from that embarrassing situation, the Sultan played 
an old diplomatic trick. His decision on the points at issue was 
embodied in a letter to the French Chargd d’affairs, and in a Firman 
addressed to the Greek patriarch at Jerusalem. The language of the 
two documents was not identical: in the letter, stress was laid upon 
‘ Argyll, 1 430 “Q.P.i, ili 25 
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the substantial eoncessions to France; the Firman, dwelt upon the 
claims denied In the upshot, Prance was satisfied, Russia was not. 
Accordingly, in March, 1858, the Czar despatched to Constantinople 
a rough and overbearing soldier, Prince Mensehikoff, who was charged 
not only to obtain full satisfaction about the Holy Places, but to 
demand from the Sultan a virtual acknowledgement, embodied in 
formal treaty, of the Czar’s protectorate over all the orthodox 
Hsuhjects of the Porte. On the question of the Holy Places the Czar 
had a strong case; his claim to the protectorate over the Greek 
Christians m Turkey was, on the contrary, an extravagant extension 
of the vague and indefinite engagements contained in the seventh 
and fourteenth articles of the Treaty of Kainard]! (1774). By 
Article VII. of that treaty the Sublime Porte “ promises to protect 
constantly the Christian religion and its Churches, and it also allows 
the Ministers of the Imperial Court of Russia to make upon all 
occasions representation as well in favour of the new Church at 
Constantinople (‘ in one of the quarters of Galata, m the street 
called Bey Oglu,’) ... as on behalf of its officiating Ministers”^ 
In virtue of a right of interference on behalf of a given Church m a 
given street of Constantinople, Russia was now claiming a general 
protectorate over the Greek Christians m Turkey.^ The demand was 
wholly inadmissible “ No Sovereign,” wi’ote Lord Clarendon, 
“ having a propei regard for his own dignity and independence could 
admit proposals so undefined as those of Prince Mensclnkoft and by 
treaty confer upon another and more powerful Sovereign a right of 
protection over a large portion of his own sub]ects. However well 
disguised it may be, yet the fact is that under the vague language of 
the proposed Sened a perpetual right to interfere in the internal 
affairs of Turkey would be conferred upon Russia, for governed as 
the Greek subjects of the Porte are by their ecclesiastical authorities, 
and looking as these latter would in all things do for protection to 
Russia, it follows that 14,000,000 of Greeks would henceforth regard 
the Emperor as their supreme protector, and their allegiance to the 
Sultan would be little more than nominal, while his own indepen¬ 
dence would dwindle into vassalage.” 

Inadmissible in substance, the Russian demand was urged upon 
the Sultan by Prince Mensehikoff with insufferable insolence. By 
this time Menachikoff himself had to reckon with an antagonist in 
whose skilful and experienced hands the blustering Russian soldier 
was a mere child On April 5th, Lord Stratford de Redcliffe * •* 
returned to Constantinople, and the whole diplomatic situation 
quickly underwent a complete transformation 


* Holland, Tieaiy Relations hctiBcen Russia, ami Turkey, pp 41, 42 

•* Holland, op cit. p 9 

"For the relations between Stratford and the Home Government, of. Maxwell’s 
la/e of Clarendon, ii c xiu 
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The Czar Nicholas had never questioned the fact that Great England 
Britain was vitally interested in the solution of the Eastern question and Rus- 
But England herself had been curiously slow to manifest any jealousy 
of the advance of Russia in South-Eastern Europe. The younger 
Pitt was the first of English statesmen to awake to the faet that the 
decadence of the Ottoman power and the gradual absorption of her 
Black Sen Provinces by Russia was raising issues in the ultimate 
settlement of which England, as an Asiatic power, had direct concern. 

Pitt’s fears found no echo in the House of Commons, and it was not 
until Canning plunged into the waters rendered turbid by the Greek 
revolt, that England perceived the true bearing upon English policy 
of the development of events in Eastern Europe. Owmg to Canning’s 
premature death Russia secured for hemelf all the advantages which 
otherwise she would have had to share with England, if not with 
Europe. The position attained by the Treaty of Adrianople (1829) 
was further strengthened by that of Unkiar Skelessi (1838), and but 
for Palmerston’s accession to the Foreign Office the Black Sea would 
have remained a “ Russian lake,” and the Czar’s fleets would have 
commanded the eastern waters of the Mediterranean. The Treaty 
of London (1841) tore up that of Unbar Skelessi and intimated to 
Russia m unmistakable terms that m the ultimate settlement of the 
Eastern question England would demand an influential voice. 

Three years later the Czar Nicholas paid his memorable visit to The Czar 
the English Court. To Lord Aberdeen, then Foreign Seci etary in Nicholas 
Peel’s Ministry, to other English statesmen and to Pnnee Albert theEjfj.nd 
Czar opened his mind freely as regards the Eastern question and the ^ 
relations of England and Russia m connection therewith.^ Those 
views he actually embodied in a Memorandum preserved at the 
Foreign Office. He insisted; “that, in the event of the Porte 
giving to anyone of the Powers just cause of complaint, that Power 
should be aided by the rest in its endeavours to have that cause 
removed That all the Powers should urge on the Porte the duty of 
conciliating its Christian subjects, and should use all their influence, 
on the other hand, to keep those subjects to their allegiance. That, 
in the event of any unforeseen calamity befalling the Turkish Empire, 

Russia and England should agree together as to the course that 
should be pursued ” The Duke of Argyll goes so far as to assert 
with certainty “ that if the Czar Nicholas had abided by the assur¬ 
ances of this Memorandum the Crimean War would never have 
arisen”. This at any rate may be conceded, that the personal 
relations established by the Czar in 1844 with English statesmen, 
and particularly with Lord Aberdeen, did predispose them to antici^ 
pate with some confidence a peaceful issue from the difficulties which 
had now arisen 


appeared lo those who met 

cf Argyll, Memoirs, i 436 aeq See also QFL n 18-28 
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More than this. In January and February, 1868, tlie Czar had 
two memorable interviews with Sir Hamilton Seymour, then British 
Ambassador in St. Petersburg. Once more he expressed his anxiety 
to come to an agreement with England in regard to the Eastern 
question, “ lest the sick man should suddenly die upon our hands, 
and his heritage fall into chaos and dissolution , He was prepared 
mdeed with a specific scheme. Servia, Bulgaria, and the Danuhian 
Principalities were to be erected into independent states under 
Russian protection, and England, to secure her route to the East, 
might annex Egypt, Crete, and Cyprus Russia, he declared, did 
not desire permanently to occupy Constantinople j but, if she did 
not, neither should England or France or any other great Power. 
Least of all would Russia permit a revival of the Byzantine Empire 
in favour of Greece, or the “ breaking up of Turkey into little 
Republics, as an asylum for the Kossuths, Mazzinis, and other 
revolutionists ” The English Ministers refused to admit that the 
dissolution of the Ottoman Empire was imminent, or to discuss a 
partition of the inhentancc.^ The Czar, therefore, proceeded to 
plough his lonely furrow at Constantinople. 

Lord Lord Stratford, meanwhile, did not allow the grass to grow under 
de^Red'^ his feet. His first task was to persuade Menschikoff to separate the 
oMe at question of the Holy Places from that of a general Russian protec- 
Constan- torate over the Greek Christians. This important distinction having 
® been secured Stratford then induced the Porte to give satisfaction to 
Russia on the former point. The dispute as to the Holy Places was 
thus comfortably settled before the end of April But the concession 
made by the Porte effected no improvement in the diplomatic situa¬ 
tion. On the contrary, as the Porte became more conciliatory, 
Menschikoff became more menacing. But he was now on weaker 
ground, and he knew it. Too late he perceived that he had fallen 
an easy prey to Lord Stratford’s astuteness. The latter advised the 
Porte to refuse the protectorate claimed by Russia, and on May 22nd 
Menschikoff and the staff of the Russian Embassy quitted Constanti¬ 
nople. A week later the Porte addressed to the Powers a Note 
announcing that “ the question of the Holy Places had terminated 
m a manner satisfactory to all parties ; that nevertheless the Prince 
Menschikoff, not satisfied with that, had demanded from the Porte 
a treaty to guarantee the rights and privileges of all kinds accorded 
by the Sultan to his Greek subjects ”. “ However great,” it con¬ 
tinued, “ may be the desue of the Porte to preserve the most amicable 
relations with Russia, she can never engage herself by such a guar¬ 
antee towards a foreign Government, eitlier concluding with it a 
treaty or sigmng a simple official Note, without compromising 
gravely her independence and the most fundamental rights of the 
Sultan over his own subjects." Despite all this, the Porte, though 
> Q r i. 11 632-680 
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bound to lake measures of self-defence, did not abandon hopes of 
peace. 

The hopes became fainter day by day. On July 21st a Russian Palmer- 
anny under Prince Gortschakoff crossed the Pruth and occupied the®^^°“’® 
Principalities Russia thereupon announced to the Powers that the^°' ^ 
occupation was not intended as an act of war, but as a “ material 
guarantee ” for the concession of her just demands. On the news of 
the impending occupation the combined fleets of England and France 
had been sent into Besika Bay, and Palmerston believed that the 
only chance of now convincing Russia that we were in earnest and 
thus averting war would he to order them up to the Bosphorus and 
if necessary into the Black Sea. This step would, among other 
advantages, “ relieve England and France from the disagreeable, and 
not very creditable, position of waiting without venturing to enter 
the back door as friends, while the Russians have taken forcible 
possession of the front hall as enemies But Aberdeen still hung 
back, and the Sultan was advised not to resist the Russian invasion 
by force “ in order to exhaust all the resources of patience ". Pal¬ 
merston was convinced that they were already exhausted, and that 
Russia was being led on by the apparent timidity of England. 

Meanwhile, an effort was made by the central Powers to avert The 
the all but inevitable war. The representatives of England, France,^'®™® 
Austria, and Prussia met at Vienna in July and agreed upon ajuiy’ 

“ Note ” which it was hoped might satisfy both Russia and Turkey. 81st 
The Note simply reaffirmed the adherence of the Porte to “ the letter 
and spiiit of the treaties of Kainardji and Adnanople relative to the 
protection of the Christian religion ” The Note was accepted by 
Russia, though not, as subsequently appeared, m the sense intended 
by the mediatois Turkey like Russia, perceiving its ambiguities, 
insisted on amending the Note. For the words above quoted the 
Porte proposed to read as follows : “ To the stipulations of the 
Treaty of Kainardp, confirmed by tliat of Adnanople, relative to the 
protection by the Sublime Porte of the Christian religion ” To a 
superficial view the amendment may appear a strangely inadequate 
reason for provoking a European War But it is not too much to 
say that the addition of the words “ by the Sublime Porte ” revealed, 
in succinct epitome, the whole point at issue between Russia and 
Turkey. Did the Treaty of Kainardji give to Russia a general pro¬ 
tectorate over the orthodox subjects of the Sultan ? Since Russia 
claimed that it did, the Vienna Note was sufficient for her purpose. 

The diplomatists at Vienna were simple enough to imagine that they 
had discovered a formula which might, by studied ambiguity, post¬ 
pone or even avert war. Russia, putting her own interpretation 
upon the Note, was naturally willing to agree to it. Lord Stratford, 
however, was quick to perceive the ambiguity, and the addition of four 
' Palmerston to Aberdeen, July 4tli, 1853 (Ashley, u. 28). 
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words, seemingly unimportant, brought Russia out into the open. 
These words implicitly repudiated the Russian claim to a general 
protectorate over the Greek Christians The latter were to be pro¬ 
tected not by the Czar but by the Sultan. Russia, as was to be 
expected, promptly refused to accept the amendment, and her own 
interpretation of the original Note was, by an indiscretion, subse¬ 
quently published. Despite her knowledge of the Russian gloss, 
Austria pressed the Porte to accept the original Note; Prussia 
followed timidly in the wake of Austria; England and France, 
undeceived by the Russian gloss, refused to press the Note upon the 
Porte 

Outbreak Meanwhile, Russia had declared (July 2nd) that the occupation 
otwarbe-gf Principalities was an answer to the presence of the combined 
fleets in Besika Bay, and that her troops would not be withdrawn 
and Tur- until the fleets retued. Nothing could surpass the calm effrontery of 
this announcement. “ It is,” as Palmerston said, “ the robber who 
declares that he wiU not leave the house until the policeman shall 
have first retired from the courtyard.” But Palmerston was not 
master of the British Government; still less was Aberdeen. The 
initiative was really m the hands of the Ambassador at Constanti¬ 
nople. On October 4th the Porte demanded from Russia the evacua¬ 
tion of the Principalities within fifteen days, and on October 23rd 
Turkey formally declaied war. The British fleet bad already been 
ordered up to the Bosphorus—an order of which Russia had some 
cause to complain as a technical infraction of the Treaty of 1841. 

Nevertheless, Russia and the Western Powers still remained at 
peace, and the Czar declared that, despite the Turkish declaration of 
war, he would not take the offensive in the Principalities. The 
Turks, however, attacked vigorously on the Danube, and on November 
80th the Russian Black Sea fleet retaliated by the entire destruction 
of a Turkish squadron in the Bay of Sinope. 

The mae- That this was an act of “ offensive warfare ” cannot be denied ; 
sacre of tjjat it might have been prevented by prompter action on the part 
P of the combined fleet is equally ccitain, but nevertheless it is diffi¬ 
cult to understand why “ the massacre of Sinope ” should have 
aroused so much indignation m England and France. The fact 
remains that it was the immediate prelude to the European War. 
" I have been,” wrote Graham, “ one of the most strenuous advocates 
of peace with Russia until the last moment; but the Smope attack 
and recent events have changed entirely the aspect of affairs. I am 
afraid that a rupture with Russia is inevitable.” ^ 

Diasen- Graham had indeed been one of the staunchest friends of peace, 
sionsin but among the factors which contributed to war the dissensions in 
l^h^ab- English Cabinet cannot be ignored. One of the most brilliant 
inet of recent historians does not scruple to assert that the blame lies 

^ Parkei. op. at, u 220 
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largely at Russell’s door. “ If Lord John had stood by his Chief 
instead of trying to supplant him, peaceimght have been maintained 
That Russell was from the first restless and uneasy in Aberdeen’s 
Cabinet is certain. His sense of public duty, combined with the 
knowledge that the first place was not within his grasp, had mdnqed 
him to accept the second, But he never forgot, nor permitted others 
to forget, the sacrifice he had thus made for his country’s good. It 
is clear also that he regarded the arrangement as temporary and 
expected that Aberdeen would retire in his favour.^ Aberdeen was 
entirely devoid of personal ambition; he had accepted the leadership 
with reluctance, and would have gladly relinquished it. But to 
whom ? He was less blind than Russell to the latter’s defects, but 
he would have resigned in August, 1868, could he have induced his 
colleagues to accept Russell in his stead. Many of them, however, 
perhaps most of them, would not entertain the proposal. Palmerston 
was equally impossible at the moment, and consequently, as the sky 
became more threatening abroad, Aberdeen, to the great comfort of 
the Queen, felt himself in honour bound not to abandon the 
helm. 

It IS far from certain that the cause of peace was served by Lord 
his decision. Had the Cabinet been really homogeneous, and had Aberdeen 
Aberdeen been in a position to impose his own policy upon them 
from the first, war might have been averted Lord Stratford would 
not have returned to Constantinople, Turkey would never have leant 
upon the support of England, and the Czar Nicholas might possibly 
have been induced to modify his demands. On the other hand, if 
Palmerston had been at the head of a united Cabinet and a united 
party in 1868, the Czar would have thought twice before sending 
Menschikoff to Constantinople and provoking a confiict in which 
Great Britain would have been certain to espouse the side of Turkey 
Exasperated by the conduct of Napoleon III. and of Lord Stratford 
the Czar relied on Aberdeen and the peace party in England to 
extricate him from difficulties of his own creation. Even after war 
had been declared by the Porte, Aberdeen still continued to talk 
peace in London and St. Petersburg. 

This was the moment appropriately chosen by Lord John Russell 
for pressing to the front the question of Parliamentary reform. In 
the details of the proposed measure Palmerston could not concur, and 
on December 15th he resigned. Lord Lansdowne would probably 
have followed him, but after ten days of suspense and negotiation 
Palmerston was induced to withdraw his resignation. Ostensibly, 
his consent to remain m office was due to the resolution of the Cabinet 
on the Reform question. But much more important was the fact 

1 Paul, Modern England, i Oil, 318 

' For conduct of Lord John during this autumn see Maxwell’s Clarendon, u 2] 
ond passim 
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that the Cabinet “ took a decision on Turkish affairs which Palmerston 
had long unsuccessfully pressed upon them ”A 
Theol- The Cabinet decided that in consequence of the “ massacre ” of 
ted fleets Sinope the allied fleets must enter the Black Sea. On January 4th, 
1864, this momentous order was executed, and it was announced 
Sea, that the English and French admirals had instructions to “ invite ” 
Jan. 1864 Russian ships in the Black Sea to withdraw into harbour. Even 
yet, the English Premier did not abandon his efforts for peace. On 
February 9th Napoleon III was permitted, in Ins own name and 
that of Queen Victoria, to write an autograph letter to the Czar 
tendering his good offices towards the preservation of peace. The 
only response from St. Petersburg was a savage snub. On February 
22nd, Austria, always anxious about the presence of Russian troops 
in the Principalities but not loo straightforward m her diplomacy, 
intimated that if the Western Powers would present an ultimatum 
demanding the evacuation of Moldavia and Wallachia before a 
given date she would support tham. England and France promptly 
acted on this suggestion, and on February 27th Lord Clarendon 
informed Count Nesselrode that Great Britain, having exhausted all 
the effoits of negotiation, was compelled to call upon Russia “to 
restrict within purely diplomatic limits the discussion in which she 
has for some time been engaged with the Sublime Porte,” and by 
return messenger to agree to the complete evacuation of the Provinces 
of Moldavia and Wallachia by the 80tli of April. 

Russia refused this ultimatum on March 19th, and on the 27th 
and 28th the Western Powers declared war. It was then made 
manifest that Austna’s promised support was only diplomatic, 
Prussia—to the great indignation of Queen Victoria—^folloned 
Austria’s lead; ® the concert on which so much depended was 
broken, and England and France were left alone to sustain an excep¬ 
tionally arduous struggle. 

Was the Can the Crimean War be justified before the tribunal of impartial 
Crimean history ? Retrospective criticism has tended to the view that the 
fled ? ^ crime, was at least a blunder, and that it ought to have 

been and might have been avoided. A great diplomatist has en- 
slirined in classical phrase his deliberate opinion that in the Crimean 
War “ England put her money on the wrong horse ”. Other opinions 
suggest that England was dragged uito war in defence of a Power 
notorious for oppression and misgovernment, at the heels of an 
overbearing diplomatist. The Duke of Argyll, on the contrary, 
writing at the close of the centmy, confessed himself as one of the 

' Palmerston to Sullivan, December 25th, 185B, ap Asliley, 11 21 He also 
confirms the notorious tact (denied by The Times) as to dissensions in the Cabinet 
on Turkish ailairs 

‘ See the remarkable letters of Queen Victoria to the King of Prussia in March 
and June, 1864, Q,V./j ui. 21,89. 
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Cabinet responsible for the war “ to this day wholly unrepentant 
Kinglake * has popularized the idea that England was an innocent 
tool in the hands of an unscrupulous adventurer, anxious to establish 
a throne unrighteously attained, by a brilliant war causelessly pro¬ 
voked. That the Emperor Napoleon was anxious to point a contrast 
between the glories of the Empire and the sordid failures of the 
Citizen Monarchy is certam,® To assert that either Stratford or 
Aberdeen were the dupes of his ambition is grotesquely inaccurate. 

The truth is that those sections of British opinion which Palmerston 
so faithfully reflected were piedi.sposed against the despotic ruler 
who had abetted the Austrian Emperor in the congenial task of 
suppressing a popular rising m Hungary, and who, but for the 
protest of England and France, would have compelled the Sultan 
to violate the right of political asylum. More reflective opinion 
inchned to the view that the time had come for vigorous resistance 
to the secular ambition of the Russian Czar. The bias of Russian 
policy during the last century and a half was unmistakable. From 
the Treaty of Azov to that of Belgrade; from Kainard]i to Jassy ; 
from Bucharest to Adrianople, and from that to Unkiar Skelessi, the 
advance had been stealthy but continuous. Was the dissolution of 
the sick man to be hastened now to satisfy the impatient avarice of 
the heir-presumptive ? Was the Czar to be allowed to convert the 
Black Sea into a Russian lake, and to establish an exclusive and 
dangerous domination in the eastern waters of the Mediterranean ? 

It was not a question as to the goodness or badness of Turkish 
administration. It was a question whether Europe in general, and 
England in particular, was prepared to permit Russia to force upon 
the Porte a “ diplomatic engagement which would have made her 
the sole protector of the Christian subjects of the Porte, and therefore 
the sole arbiter of the fate of Tuikey ”.® Rightly or wrongly England 
came, slowly but steadily, to the conviction that the matter was one 
of vital concern to Europe at large and to herself m particular; 
that the Czar was determmed to asseit his claims by force, and that 
only by force could they be repelled. Of this conviction the Crimean 
War was the logical and inevitable result. 

Treaties relative to the military assistance to be given to Turkey The wai 
were signed between England and France on April 10th, and between 
the two Powers and Turkey on April 12th. The latter affirmed the 
conviction of the Western Powers that “ the existence of the Ottoman 
Empire in its present limits is essential to the balance of power among 
the States of Europe The first detachment of British troops 
sailed on February 28th, and after a brief stay in Malta landed on 

^ Our liespormbihtiei for TurJeey (ISOO), p 10 

* For trenchant revieiv of Kinglake, and for “ the most authoritative vindica¬ 
tion of the motives of the Aberdeen Government,” see article in Edinburgh Bemat' 
revised by Lord Clarendon himself (April, 1803), 

’ Argyll, i}nd. p. 10. 
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April 6tli at Gallipoli, where a French force had arriyed a few days 
earlier. The British Army, consisting of four divisions of infantry 
and one of cavalry, some 28,000 men m all, was commanded by Lord 
Raglan The Earl of Lucan commanded the cavalry division, and 
one of tlie infantry divisions was given to the Duke of Cambridge. 
For the commander-in-chief no better choice could have been made 
LordRag-than that of Lord Raglan. As Lord Fltzioy Somerset he had served 
lan With distinction under the Duke of Wellington both in the field and 
as his military secretary at the Horse Guards. He was a brave man, 
a perfect gentleman, and but for the hampering effect of the French 
alliance would probably have won a reputation as a great strategist. 
In a situation of great delicacy he displayed unfailing tact, and amid 
cucumstances profoundly depressing his courage remained unbroken. 
The choice of Lord Lucan was less happy m itself, and that the 
command of the light cavalry brigade should have been given to his 
brother-in-law Lord Cardigan, with whom he was not on speaking 
terms, is only one instance of the olficial ineptitude which was so 
disastrously demonstrated during the early stages of the war. The com¬ 
mand of the French Army, which was slightly bigger than our own, 
was entrusted to Marshal Saint Arnaud, a brave soldier, but deeply 
implicated in the fusillades of the coup d’etat, untried m the conduct 
of an elaborate campaign, and above all conspicuously lacking in the 
qualities required in the joint commander of a combined expedition. 

While a British army was sent to the Mediterranean a splendid 
fleet was collected and despatched, under the command of Sir Charles 
Napier, to the Baltic. The naval expedition failed to realize expecta¬ 
tions, and contributed curiously little to the ultimate issue of the war. 

Meanwhile, in the campaign between Russia and Turkey there 
had been a considerable amount of fighting on the Danube. There, 
for SIX months, the Turks had been giving fresh proof of their fighting 
qualities. In vain had the Russians flung themselves against Silistra. 
The prolonged defence of this weakly fortified town was due largely 
to two English volunteers, Captain Butler and Lieutenant Nasmyth, 
and m order to support it the allied army moved up from Gallipoh 
to Varna. On May 19th a conference was held there between 
Raglan, St. Amaud, and Omar Pasha. On June 23rd, however, the 
Russians raised the siege of Silistra, and in July they commenced 
the evacuation of the Principalities. Before the end of the first week 
m August there was not a Russian soldier to the west of the Pruth 
Already, however, a momentous decision had been arrived at by 
Mims- the English Government. Things had not been going smoothly m 
tenaldis- the Coalition Cabinet Aberdeen’s principal lieutenant was pre- 
anV occupied during the critical months at the beginning of 1864 with 
changes two questions rarely absent from his mind, that of Parliamentary 
Reform and his own position in the Ministry. As to the latter it is 
hardly too much to say that he was perpetually pestering his unhappy 
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ehief.^ He was convinced, and rightly, that administrative efficiency 
would be promoted by the separation of the functions of the Secretary¬ 
ship of War and the Colonies By his insistence the salutary change 
was effected and a fourth Secretaryship of State came into being. Who 
was to fill it ? As Lord John was himself tired of being without a port¬ 
folio, the Premier sensibly suggested that he should take the Colonies 
and leave the War Office to the Duke of Newcastle. But Russell 
was anxious to strengthen the Wing element m the Cabinet and 
proposed Sir George Grey, either for the Colonies or the Home Offiee. 

In the latter event Palmerston was to have the War Office. Much 
money might have been saved and much suffering and bloodshed 
avoided, had Aberdeen assented to this course But he was unwilling 
to displace the Duke of Newcastle. The upshot was that Russell got 
his way as to Sir George Grey, who became Secretary for the Colonies ; 
Newcastle remained, to the great disadvantage of the public service, 
at tbe War Office, and Lord John’s personal wishes were satisfied by 
[us appointment to the high dignity of Presidency of the Council— 
an office which no commoner had held for nearly three centuries. 

To facilitate this arrangement Lord Granville amiably accepted the 
Chancellorship of the Duchy of Lancaster, 

As to Parliamentary Reform Lord John was less successful. No paiiia- 
one but a pedant or a fanatic would insist on spring cleaning while mentary 
half the street is in a blaze. But the time was never unseasonable to 
Lord John for putting the Parliamentary house in order Palmerston, 
whose enthusiasm for Reform lacked something of fervour, wanted 
to concentrate all the thought and energy of the Government and 
the nation on the war. Few people would now question the wisdom 
of this attitude; not many people doubted it at the time. Lord John, 
however, so far prevailed with his colleagues as to he allowed, on 
February 18th, to introduce his Bill. Its reception was lukewarm ; 
tbe House and the nation were preoccupied Nevertheless, Russell 
named a day for the second reading. Palmerston protested against 
this dissipation of the national energies ; and the break-up of the 
Ministry was, with the greatest difficulty, averted by Aberdeen. 

Russell eventually consented to postpone the Bill, but salved his sen¬ 
sitive conscience by resigning his seat in the Cabinet (April 8th). 
Palmerston, thereupon, generously insisted that he was the one to go. 

The Queen laboured assiduously to avert disruption , she prevailed, 
and Russell gave way. On April 11th he announced to the House, 
m a speech broken by emotion, that his darling had been given to 
the lions. A question of momentous import demanded the attention 
of an mdividuM Cabinet. 

* Cf Walpole, Russell, n 204-200 It is only fair to add Walpole’s excuse for 
this conduct “ Domcatio trouble always produced a marked effect on Lord John’s 
public course , and those who think that in 18G4 he was occasionally betrayed into 
an irritation wluch was unusual with him should recollect that .. he was racked 
with public and private anxiety ”—^Walpole, u 211-12 
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Theinva- Wai had been declared upon Russia, but where was the attack 
BioQ of tQ jjjg delivered ? A blow at St. Petersburg might have been decisive, 
&mea but Kronstadt was soon discovered to be too strong even for the 
fine fleet commanded by Sir Charles Napier. The next most vital 
part was the great naval arsenal m the Crimean peninsula. An 
expedition to the Crimea was strongly urged upon the Government, 
from without by The Times, from within by Palmerston. Nothing 
would serve better to relieve pressure m the Balkans than an effective 
attack by land and sea upon Sebastapol. Towards the end of June 
the Cabinet decided upon this course,^ and orders were accordingly 
sent out to Lord Raglan. They reached him at Varna, where the 
troops were suffering terribly from the ravages of dysentery, cholera, 
and malarial fcver.“ Before the orders arrived m Bulgana, the 
Russians had raised the siege of Silistra and were m retreat across 
the Pruth, On July 26th the Turks reoccupied Bucharest. Before 
leaving that city Prince Gortschakoff intimated that he was bidding 
its inhabitants au revoir. It was in effect good-bye. On June 14th 
Austria had concluded a convention with the Porte acknowledging 
the principle of the integrity of the Ottoman Empire, and pledging 
Austria to secure by negotiation or other means the evacuation of the 
Principalities In July they were evacuated by the Russians, and 
in August they were occupied by an Austrian army of observation 

The ostensible and immediate object of the European interven¬ 
tion might seem now to have been attained. But the allies had 
already decided to take the offensive m the Crimea, and on July 
22 nd Lord Clarendon stated explicitly that they would no longer be 
satisfied by the restoration of the Siatm quo ante helium. They must 
at least secure guarantees on four points :— 

1. Russia must be deprived of the Treaty Rights in virtue of 

which she had occupied the Principalities, 

2 . Turkey must be guarded against attack from the Russian navy 

in the Black Sea; 

8 . The navigation of the Danube must, in the interests ofBuropean 
commerce, be secured against the obstruction caused by 
Russia’s “ uncontrolled possession of the pnncipal mouth of 
the Danube " ; and 

4. The stipulations of the Treaty of Kainardji relative to the pro¬ 
tection of the Christians must be amended, since that treaty 
“has become by a wrongful interpretation the principal 
cause of the present struggle ”.® 

* The famous dinner at Pembroke Lodge at which the actual instrucLions were 
approved was on June 28th. Russell confirms Kinglake’a story that on that 
occasion many Cabinet Ministers slumbered peaeefully but the expedition had 
been decided upon, says Russell significantly, "in the daytime”—Walpole, u. 
228 

“ Cholera broke out on July 2l8t. 

“ Lord Clarendon to Lord Westmorland, Ambassador at Vienna, July 22nd, 
1854 —Eastern Papers 
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Lord Clarendon’s despatch is of importance as defining at once 
the causes and the objects of the Crimean War. 

The Cnmean War proper began m September, 1854. On the The 
14th the allied army, more than 50,000 strong, disembarked in the Cnmea 
Bay of Eupatoria to the north of Sebastopol It was a fine army, 
but badly equipped. The tents had to be left behind for lack of 
transport, and the ambulances for lack of horses and drivers On 
the 19th the march towards Sebastopol began. The French who 
had no cavalry were on the right wing next the sea ; with them were 
about TjOOO Turks under Selim Pasha ; the British were on the left. 

On the 20th Menshikoff in command of 40,000 troops tried to stop 
the advance of the allies on the Alma—a stream about fifteen miles Battle of 
north of Sebastopol. After three hours of seveie fighting 
Russians were routed. The allies, though victorious, suffered heavily. 

There were 619 killed and 2,860 wounded. The British force had 
been set to storm redoubts heavily maimed, while their allies attacked 
the weaker left wing of the Russians. Consequently their losses 
were considerably heavier than those of the French. Raglan, 
despite the lack of ti'ansport and the ravages of cholera, wanted 
to make an immediate assault upon Sebastopol, Had his advice 
been taken, Sebastopol would almost infallibly have fallen But St. 

Arnaud, in the grip of a mortal disease, opposed those bold councils, 
and the great opportunity w'as lost. The garrison of Sebastopol were 
not less amazed than delighted at their escape, After a thiee days’ 
halt the army again began its march. Again Raglan, supported by 
Admiral Sir Edmund Lyons, wanted to make an assault upon the 
Star Fort to the north of the fortress. Again St. Ainaud vetoed 
the suggestion, and it was decided to march round the head of the 
harbour and approach Sebastopol from the south This difficult 
operation was efl’ected without resistance from Menschikofli who had 
withdrawn his mam army into the interior, leaving the fortress 
under-garrisoned, and on the 26th Raglan occupied the harbour of 
Balaclava. Again Raglan and Lyons wanted to assault—^this time 
from the south. St. Ainaud was now dying on board ship,^ and the 
command of the French force devolved upon General Canrobert, a 
man of great pei'sonal bravery, but devoid of the moral courage 
essential for high command. Canrobert was not less strongly 
opposed than St Arnaud to the idea of assault, and the allied forces, 
therefore, encamped to the south of the fortress, and made slow 
preparations for a regular siege. For such an enterprise their 
equipment was quite inadequate The hope and intention of the 
British Government and the British General had been to carry 
Sebastopol by a coup de main. There is httle doubt that it could have 
been done m September, 1854. That it was not done was no fault 
either of the Cabinet at home or of the English soldiers at the front 
* He died on September 26th 
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The hesitation of the allies gave the defenders of Sebastopol 
a chance which they seized with consummate adroitness and slaD, 
They cleared the Russian ships of guns and men: sank some of the 
largest ships at the entrance to the harbour—^thus rendering the 
allied fleets comparatively useless—and mounted the guns on shore • 
Colonel von Todleben, the gi-eat engineer, and Admiral Komiloff 
worked with such energy and enthusiasm that the town was rapidly 
Batch!- placed in a posture of defence. Mensclnkofl’s army at Batchiserai 
seiai was constantly receiving supphes and reinforcements from home, and 
the position of the allies became daily less advantageous. But the 
engineers worked with a will, siege guns were quickly landed and 
mounted, and on October 17th the bombardment began. The 
experience of the first day was sufficient to prove the inadequacy of 
the preparations for a siege. In order to arm tliree batteries we had 
to dismantle our ships and employ our seamen Apart, therefore 
from the fact that the sunken Russian ships blocked the way for an 
assault from the sea, the efficiency of the fleet was seriously impaired. 
The For a full week the fire of the besiegers was kept up, but no per- 

oeptible effect was produced upon the fortress, and on October 25th 
olava, the alhes were unpleasantly reminded of the dangers to which their 
Oct. 26 th position was exposed by Menschikoff’s strategy. Reinforced from 
home Menschikoff, at the head of 80,000 men, re-entered Sebastopol, 
while a large detachment under General Liprandi delivered fiom 
outside an attack on the position of the allies, hoping to catch them 
between two fires and drive them out of Balaclava. The story of 
the fight of Balaclava has been endlessly retold, but no retelling is 
ever likely to dispel the mystery which still enshrouds the main 
incident of that brilliant but disastrous day. The first Russian 
attack was directed against some redoubts held by the Turks. The 
latter were compelled to retreat, leaving some English guns in the 
hands of the enemy. Liprandi then pushed forward his cavalry 
towards the harbour, but one of its columns was met and repulsed 
by Sir Cohn Campbell, with the 93rd Highlanders in line. Only the 
brave Highlanders stood at that moment between the Russian 
cavalry and the harbour of Balaclava. Not less splendid than the 
feat of the 98rd was the dash of some squadrons of the Heavy 
Brigade under Scarlett against the main body of the Russian cavalry. 
Then followed the glorious tragedy of the charge of the Light Brigade. 
Lord Lucan, in command of the cavalry, was ordered by Lord 
Raglan, who was viewing the battle from distant heights, to aid 
the infantry in retaking the captured guns. Misunderstanding the 
order, he remamed inactive The order being repeated in hot 
temper by Raglan’s aide-de-camp. Captain Nolan, Lucan sent the 
Light Brigade under his brother-in-law Lord Cardigan to certain 
destruction. Six hundred and seven men galloped to the attack, 
and captured the Russian batteries before them; but only 198 
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returned, the rest were killed, wounded, or made prisoners. The 
comment of General Bosquet on the incident has become proverbial: 
e’est magmflqu^ guerre. It was a gross and costly 

blunder, hut it was not wholly wasted. The steadiness and dash of 
Cohn Campbell’s Highlanders combined with the recldess courage of 
the Heavy and the Light Brigades to put the fear of God into Cossack 
hearts. Lord Lucan’s conduct, however, was inexcusable. “You 
have lost the Light Brigade,” was the terse comment of his chief, 
and it was not a whit too severe. Lord Lucan was lecalled ; Lord 
Cardigan was permitted to retire, and to his amazement found 
himself on his return to England a popular hero. That popularity 
he owed less perhaps to his own gallantry than to the genius of 
Tennyson. 

Meanwhile, the enemy, though repulsed in their attack upon 
Balaclava, retained their position on the heights above. On the 
following day (Oct 26th) the attack was renewed from another 
quarter. Six thousand men made a sortie from Sebastopol, and 
had they not been gallantly driven back by a far inferior force on 
the heights of Inkerman, the position of the allies, caught between 
the fires, would have been dangerous m the extreme. The besiegers 
were now, m fad, besieged, and ten days later they were made to 
realize the fact. 

Por a regular investment of Sebastopol our forces were hopelessly Battle of 
insufficient: for a bombardment the navy had been rendered useless 
by Menschikoff’s ingenious device, and the army by itself could make 
little impression on a fortress which six weeks before might have 
been taken by assault, but which was rendered every day more proof 
against a siege by the greatest engineer of his day All that the 
allies could do was to await the arrival of reinforcements, and mean¬ 
while hold their position on the Bay of Balaclava and the ridges 
above it. From that position Menschikofl' was determined to dis¬ 
lodge them. The attempt was made on November 5th The 
Russians, 40,000 strong, concentrated their attack on the heights, at 
the extreme north-eastern corner of the ridge, known as Mount 
Inkerman. Another 20,000 Russians were massed in the valley of 
the Tchernaya To these forces the English opposed about 8,000 
men, the French about 0,000. Inkerman, fought m dense mist, was 
a senes of almost isolated incidents; regiment against regiment, 
fighting mostly at the point of the bayonet. Of such a battle no 
coherent account can be given except m such minute detail as cannot 
be attempted here. Enough to say that the English and French 
soldiers alike fought with splendid gallantry, and that the Russians 
were compelled to retire with the loss of 10,000 men. The allies 
lost 4,800 men, of whom over 2,500 were British. But now, if ever, 
was the moment for a storm. Raglan was m favour of it; Canrobert, 
however, refused to concur, and the opportunity of dealing a really 
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effective blow at Menschikoff’s army was lost. On November 6th 
the British and French commanders held counsel as to the possi¬ 
bilities of assault, but Raglan was obliged once more to acquiesce in 
postponement The “ soldiers’ battle ” did httle, therefore, towards 
achieving the purpose of the campaign. 

The great On November 14th a terrible disaster befell the allies. A fierce 

gale of hurricane, accompanied with storms of ram and snow, sprang up, 
14th swept down the tents on shore and destroyed much of the shipping 
in the roads. Immense stores of food, medical comforts, beds, 
blankets, and warm clothing for the men, of hay for the horses and 
ammunition for the guns were still on board the transports. The 
largest of them, The P/ ince, a new stcamei of 2,700 tons, was driven 
on the rocks and thirty others foundered m the gale. Stores to the 
value of £2,000,000 were lost, and the men were deprived of all that 
might have rendered tolerable the cruel Crimean winter. 

The win- The great gale was the real beginning of the sufferings which have 
^“^jgggmadc the “Crimean Winter” a byword in the history of military 
administration. Hitherto there had been hardships, incidental in 
some measure to every campaign, but intensified in this case by in¬ 
experience and mismanagement. But hardship is no word to apply 
to the sufferings of those who endured the long agony of the winter 
of 1854-186S. The camp before Sebastopol was six or seven miles 
uphill from the port of Balaclava, but after the storm the road was 
almost impassable ; the horses, weakened by want of fodder, could 
hardly drag the waggons through the mud, and men and beasts alike 
perished miserably from exposure. The stores, therefore, liberally 
supplied from home could not be transported to the soldiers in the 
camp. Weaned by incessant labour in the balf-frozen trenches, 
inadequately clothed, unsuitably fed, the men fell victims, by the 
thousand, to fever, cholera, scurvy, and every other form of disease 
familiar to dwellers in insanitaiy camps. Disease claimed nearly 
9,000 victims during the autumn and winter months, and by the end 
of February, 1855, no fewer than 18,000 men were in hospital. The 
transport arrangements were no better than those of the commissariat, 
and worst of all was the administration of the base hospitals at Scutari. 
Rising in- The public at home were not ignorant of these things. Mr. 

Howard Russell, first and greatest of war correspondents, 
land bad gone out with the army to represent The Times Russell was 
no respecter of persons, and he took good care that the British public 
should know the truth, so far as he was able to ascertain it. His 
regular accounts, extraordinarily vivid, aroused bitter and clamorous 
resentment against the military administration The Times itself 
opened a relief fund which was largely subscribed to, and a Patriotic 
Fund was established under the presidency of the Prince Consort. 
The Queen, rendered painfully anxious by accounts of misfortune 
and mismanagement, allowed no detail to escape her watchful eyes. 
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Moie particularly was she grieved by the news as to the condition of 
the hospital at Scutari where the mortality in the early months of 
the war was 50 per cent. To the women of the country the Queen 
set the example of personal service by knitting comforters and 
mittens with her own hands. The example was quicldy and splen¬ 
didly followed. In October, Miss Florence Nightingale went out to 
Scutari at the head of a band of thirty-seven Enghsh ladies.. .-Miss 
Nightingale and her comrades, skilled and devoted nurses, arrived at 
Scutari on November 6th, just in time to prepare for the reception 
of the men wounded at Inkerman. They quicldy evolved order out 
of chaos, and transformed a chamber of hoirois into a haven of 
comfort. They were joined a little later by Miss Stanley with an 
additional staff of fifty trained nurses,—^an invaluable reinforcement, 
but none too many for the 4,000 sick and wounded already upon 
their hands. 

Chiefly with a view to supplying the Crown with additional Parlia- 
military resources Parliament was summoned to meet on December 
12th. From many quarters the Ministry was assailed for its mal- i 2 th 
administration of the war. But the centre of political interest was, 
for the moment, not in Parliament but m the Cabinet, For some 
time past Lord John Russell had been urging upon the Premier the 
necessity of superseding the Duke of Newcastle at the War Office by 
Lord Palmerston.^ Aberdeen refused to put such a slight upon his 
colleague. But Lord John was loolang to the possibility of other 
changes. “ The drift of his observations tended to the substitution 
of himself as the Head of the Government rather than to any change 
of Department; and this he did not deny, when Lord Aberdeen 
pointed out the inference to be diawn from his remarks.” So the 
Prime Minister wrote to the Queen on December 7th Two days 
later Prince Albeit wrote : “ There was no doubt that they could 
not go on with Lord John. The universal feeling of the Cabinet 
seemed to he one of indignation ... at Lord John’s conduct.” ® But 
there was no counting on Lord John even fiom day to day On 
December 7th he had intimated to the Cabinet his definite resolve to 
retire at Christmas. By the 16th he had changed his mind, and 
went to the Cabinet as though nothing had happened. 

Parliament reassembled on January 23rd, 1855, and Mr Roebuck Mr. Roc- 
at once gave notice that he intended to move for the appointment of 
a Select Committee “to inquire into the condition of our army and fail 
before Sebastopol, and into the conduct of those departments of of the 
the Government whose duty it has been to minister to the wants 
of that army". Lord John at once resigned on the ground that 
the motion could not be resisted, although it involved a censure 
“ upon the War Departments with which some of my colleagues are 


* See Maxwell’s Clarendon, u. 64 


>(2F.L. Ill, 74, 
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connected His conduct was generally condemned as pusillanimous 
and disloyal. Mr. Gladstone declared that “ to escape punishment 
he ran away from duty Palmerston told him without circum¬ 
locution : “ You have the appearance of having remained in office, 
aiding in carrying on a system of winch you disapproved until driven 
out by Roebuck’s announced notice, and the Government will have 
the appearance of self-condenmation by flying from a discussion 
winch they dare not face The Queen expressed in a curt note 
“ her surprise and concern at hearing so abruptly of his intention to 
desert her Government on the motion of Mr. Roebuck ”. At this 
letter Lord John was “ very much excited and very angry,” hut 
despite further explanation the Queen refused to withdraw her ]ust 
censure On the 2 ath Mr. Roebuck brought forward his motion, 
and on the 29th it was carried, to the amazement of both sides, by 
806 votes to 148, over 100 Liberals voting in the majority. On the 
following day Lord Aberdeen tendered to his Sovereign the resigna¬ 
tion of the Cabinet, and the Coahtion Mmisti’y was at an end. Prom 
Lord Aberdeen himself the Queen parted with deep regret, and in¬ 
sisted on giving him the vacant Garter as a mark of her esteem and 
gratitude. To the Duke of Newcastle also she spoke kmdly and 
comforting words, assurmg him of her sense of his “ loyal, high- 
minded and patriotic conduct as well as of his unremitting exertions 
to serve his Sovereign and country ”.® History is compelled to judge 
both Ministers less leniently. Lord John’s dissatisfaction with the 
administration of the War Office must be shared by all who have bad 
occasion to investigate the history of the Coalition Ministry. Nor 
can Lord Aberdeen, smgle-mmded and high-souled patriot though he 
unquestionably was, escape a share of the blame which must attach 
to his colleagues. “ Capax imperii nisi imperasset.” His endow¬ 
ments were high and his chai-acter was mnmpeachable; but he 
failed to overcome the difficulties of a difficult situation and a critical 
time. As to Lord John’s share in the overthrow of the Government 
contemporary opimon was not equivocal, and it has been entirely 
endorsed by posterity. The least uncharitable view of his conduct 
IS to ascribe it to super-conscientiousness, to the promptings of which 
lesser men are, to the advantage of a work-a-day world, generally 
deaf 

The new That the vote on the Roebuck motion accui'ately represented the 

meat™' of tbo nation cannot be doubted. But it was one thing to 

dismiss the Coahtion, and it was another thing to replace them The 
Queen sent immediately for Lord Derby as the leader of the largest 
group in the composite majority which had overthrown the Ministry. 
Lord Derby was anxious to avoid the responsibility of office, and 
consented to attempt the formation of a Cabinet provided Lord 
Palmerston, Mr Gladstone, and Mr Sidney Herbert would jom him. 

^ Letter to Lord Aberdeen, January 28rd ‘QV L lu 101 
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To facilitate such an arrangement Disraeli, whose behaviour at this 
crisis cannot be over-praised, was willing to surrender the lead of the 
House to Palmerston and the Exchequer to Gladstone. Palmerston 
imght have yielded to persuasion had Derby been willing to retain 
Clarendon at the Foreign Office, and had Gladstone and Herbert 
come m also. But the latter were even more disinclined for office m 
a Conservative Ministry than Palmerston, and Derby therefore, with 
evident relief, relinquished his attempt. In Gladstone’s opinion 
“ Lord Derby’s error in not forming an administration was palpable 
and even gross,” and Disraeli seems to have shared it.^ At any rate 
he told Derby “ some very disagreeable truths ”. Lord Malmesbury 
attributes Lord Derby’s pusillanimity to the seventy of recent attacks 
of gout.® 

The Queen next sought the advice of Lord Lansdowne—the Nestor 
of the Whig party, and after much negotiation sent for Lord John. 

The latter, to his evident surprise and chagrin, found himself unable 
to form a Cabinet, Except Lord Palmeiston, always good-natured 
and amenable, practically none of his late colleagues, either Whigs 
or Pcelites, would serve under him. At last, therefore, the Queen 
turned to Lord Palmerston himself With little difficulty he formed 
a Ministry, and thus at the age of 71 became, for the first time. 

Prime Munster. Lord Palmerston’s Cabinet was virtually that ofLordPal- 
the Coalition without Aberdeen, Russell, and the Duke of Newcastle 
The post of difficulty at the War Office was entrusted to Mr. Fox *“*°*'y 
Maule (now Lord Panmure), who had been Secretary at War m Lord 
John Russell’s Ministry, and who was now the first to combine that 
office with the Secretaryship of State. Lord Granville became leader 
in the House of Lords, Sir George Grey look Palmerston’s place at 
the Home Office; Sidney Herbert succeeded Grey at the Colonial 
Office, and Lord Canning was introduced into the Cabinet as Post¬ 
master-General. In little more than a fortnight the Cabinet was 
threatened with disruption. Roebuck, despite the reconstruction of 
the Ministry, pressed for the appointment of his Committee and 
Palmerston was convinced of the impossibibty of resisting it. The 
leading Peehtes, who had joined Palmerston only at the urgent 
request of Aberdeen, were peculiarly sensitive on any point touching 
the honour of their friends and former colleagues, Newcastle and 
Aberdeen Moreover, they regarded the proposed investigation as 
“ a dangerous breach of a great constitutional principle ” Conse¬ 
quently on February 22nd, Graham, Gladstone, and Sidney Herbert 
seceded from the Ministry ® With this secession the Peelites as a 
distinct parliamentary group ceased to exist. Sir George Cornewall 
Lewis succeeded Gladstone at the Exchequer, Sir Charles Wood 
took the Admiralty from Graham, and Lord John, though already on 

* Motley, 1 . 267. ^ Malmesbuiv, Memoirs, p 860. 

* For tlie Peelitc view c/ Parker, Graham, u 288 seq and lilorley i .'137 sej, 



i my to yieEfi, accepted office as Colonial SecKtary, kt tesipnj 
on July 184, Dmug ^ 

General of India, and tk Duke of Argyll exclanged the PriTj 
Seal for the Post Office, Lord Haroirby succeeding him as Lord 
Privy Seal, After this reconstruction there was little change in fc 
ahocata of offices until the fall oflhe Government in 1858, 

“I ink our Government," mote Palmerston to his btber, 
“fill do veiy dl, I am backed by the general opinion of It 
fhole Muntiy,,,, As Aberdeen has become an impoasibihty, I am, 
for the moment, finkilohie We are sending John Enssell to 
negohate at Vienna" 

To the history of those negotiabons and the progress of le lat 
lemiistnofftiim 
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CHAPTER Xlll 

WAB AND PEACE. THE PALMERSTON MINISTRY 
(1855-1851) 

T hough peace was already in the air the new Prime Minister Adnuma- 
fully assented to the Queen’s wish that until it was actually 
signed the war should be prosecuted with vigour and determination. 

To this end various administrative reforms were pushed on apace: 
a special transport department was organized at the Admiralty; the 
commissariat arrangements at Balaclava were thoroughly overhauled 
by Sir John McNeill, and a strong sanitary Commission armed with 
comprehensive powers was sent out to the Crimea. Of still greater 
permanent importance was the reorganization of the War Office at 
home. Origmally established m the reign of Charles IL the Wax 
Office had always been conspicuous, even among Government 
Offices, for maladministration The nation had never taken the 
department seiiously and had always regarded it as a temporary 
expedient with which it might be possible m time to dispense. There 
was therefore an exceptional amount of overlapping and confusion. 

“ The soldier was fed by the Treasury and armed by the Ordinance 
Board; the Home Secretary was responsible for liis movements in 
his native country ; the Colonial Secretary superintended his move¬ 
ments abroad; the Secretary at War took care that he was paid and 
was responsible for the lawful administration of the flogging which 
was provided for him by the Commander-in-Chief ” ^ The Secretary¬ 
ship of State for War was established under exigencies of the French 
War m 1794, but its functions were complicated in 1801 by the 
absorption of Colonial business, and still more by the survival of the 
Secretaryship at War. The first of these confusions was determined 
by the bifurcation of the Secretaryships of State m 1854, and in 1855 
Palmerston decided that the Secretary of State for War should take 
over the duties, mainly financial, of the Secietaryship at War ‘ At 
the same time the War Office absorbed the Army Medical Department 
and took over from the Treasury the control of the Commissariat. 

The Board of Ordnance was abolished and its functions were simi¬ 
larly transferred to the War Office. That this process of simplification 
and concentration contributed greatly to efficiency is not open to 
question 

The effect was eventually perceptible even at the front. But Siege of 
for many weary months the condition of the British force before 
Sebastopol had been deplorable. After the great fight of Inkerman 
(Nov. 6th) there was no operation on a large scale m the field until 

1 Anson, Law and Custom oj the Conshtution, u 875 
■ Thifl offtce was finally abolished in 1868. 
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tlie middle of February. Nevertheless, the intermission of fighting 
brought no cessation of toil or suflering to the unhappy soldiers. 
The initial difficulty was the lack of transport facilities. Between 
the harbour, which was at once arsenal and storehouse, and the 
camp, there intervened some seven miles of almost impassible mud. 
There were stores in plenty in the holds of the Transports, but the 
men in the trenches were haK-starved and in rags, “ During the 
wet season, from November to December,” said one of the witnesses 
examined, “ and of the bitter cold from that to the end of February, 
the men had no other protection than that of the weather-worn 
circular tent. In rain, the ground inside was a mass of mud; in 
snow, a mass of filth. From morning till night they sat in the mud 
of the trenches, from night till morning they lay in the mud of their 
tents.” There was coffee in abundance, but it was served out green, 
and forethought had not provided means of i casting or grinding it. 
Scurvy was rampant; but there was no lime ]uicc, and the fresh vege¬ 
tables sent from home rotted in the Transports; food, insufficient and 
wholly inappropriate, contributed to the pievalence of cholera and 
dysentery. Only the contractors grew fat. Boots were sent out, 
but many sizes too small, and one witness declared that he had seen 
men, during the coldest part of the winter, go into the trenches and 
on guard “ with their feet on their boots, instead of m them ”. 
Frost-bite was not the least of the miseries they had to suffer. Of 
the three battalions of Guards, representing 8,500 rank and file, less 
than 700 mustered on parade m Januaiy Other regiments suffered 
in similar proportions. During the month of January alone 4,078 
invalids were sent away to Scatari, and the daily average in camp 
hospital was over 8,000, Of the men on duty there were hardly any 
who “ in a time of peace would have been considered fit to be out of 
hospital”. But the behaviour of the troops from first to last was 
magnificent. Witness after witness testified to their courage, 
constancy, and confidence. “ Great Britain has often had reason to 


be proud of her army, but it is doubtful whether the whole range of 
mihtary history furnishes an example of an army exhibiting, thiough- 
ont a long campaign, qualities as high as have distinguished the 
forces under Lord Raglan’s command. The strength of the men 
gave way under the excessive labour, exposure, and privation ; but 
they never murmured, their spirit never failed, and the enemy, 
though far outnumbering them, never detected m those whom he 
encountered any signs of weakness ” Such was the official testimony 
of the Commissioners, Sir John McNeill and Colonel Tulloch. 


While the soldiers were toiling m the trenches, the diplomatists 
atVienuT^®^® Vienna, Austria, whose policy during this phase of 

The the Eastern question was consistently subtle and crafty, had set 

Pmnte’! ^®S°tiations on foot at the end of 1854, and on December 28th the 
allied Powers, in conjunction with Austria, presented to the Russian 
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Plenipotentiary a Memorandum, embodying the “ Four Points ” 

They were as follows ;— 

1, The exclusive protectorate exercised by Russia over Moldavia, 
Wallachia, and Servia was to cease, and the privileges 
accorded by the Sultan to the Principalities was hence¬ 
forward to be guaranteed collectively by the Five Powers; 

2 The navigation of the Danube was to be free; 

8. The preponderance of Russia in the Black Sea was to be 
terminated; and, 

4. Russia was to renounoe all pretensions to a Protectorate over 
the Christian subjects of the Porte; and the Five Powers 
were to co-operate m obtaining from the Sultan the con¬ 
firmation and observance of the religious privileges of all 
the various Christian communities without infringing his 
dignity or the independence of his Crown. 

The negotiations had proceeded so far that in February Lord John 
Russell was sent out as British Plenipotentiary. He took Pans and 
Berlin on his way. In his official instruction Lord Clarendon stated 
the point to be aimed at with admirable explicitness : “ The end m 
view IS the formal recognition of the Turkish Empire in its character 
as an independent and sclf-existenfc stale, as a member of the great 
European family, and as an essential element of the balance of power 
m Europe. One of the means by which that end is to be accomplished 
is the abrogation of Russian supremacy in the Black Sea ” The 
Conference formally opened on March 15th, but before that date 
arrived two events had occurred, each, in its way, of profound 
significance. 

On January 26th, 1865, Count Cavour appended his signature to Adhesion 
a Convention with Great Britain and France, promising the adherence ^ 
of Sardinia to the Alliance Of good omen for the Western Powers, the Alh- 
this step was incomparably the most momentous m the diplomatic 1“” 
history of modern Italy. Never was Ihere a better example of the j^ggg’ 
effective combination of reckless daring, and calculating prudence, 
and the credit of it belongs to two men—Cavour and his King, Victor 
Emmanuel. On the face of it, the resolution to take part in the war 
was at once cynical and foolhardy. What business had the little 
sub-Alpine Kingdom, reeling under the shock of the military disasters 
of 1849, to send a contingent to the Crimea ? What part or lot 
had she m the quarrel between Russia and the Western Powers ? 

To Cavour such questions seemed “ a surrender of our hopes of the 
future ”. Sardinia had first to prove “ that the sons of Italy could 
fight like brave men,” and then to claim a place in the Councils of 
Europe. Everything turned out as Cavour had foreseen. The war 
restored the military prestige of Sardinia and Cavour took his place 
m the Congress of Pans. By the end of April 18,000 Italians were 
on their way to the Crimea, under the command of General Alphonso 

8 
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La Marmora. “ You have the future of the country in your haver- 
aaclcs.” Such was Cavour's parting injunction to the troops. The 
response came from a soldier in the trenches: “ out of this mud 
Italy will be made ” It was. 

Death of The adhesion of Sardinia came as a timely encouragement to the 
the Czar ^0 tj^gse who were longing and working for peace the death 

Maroh'^’ of the Czar Nicholas seemed of still happier augury Nicholas was 
2nd, 1855 unquestionably the prime author of the war; he had sustained it 
with unflagging energy, and he was bitterly disappointed at his 
failure to bring it to a rapid and brilliant termination. What Russian 
arms failed to accomplish at the Alma, at Balaclava, and Inkerman, 

“ Generals January and February ” might be trusted to achieve. 
So thought the Czar, They had indeed inflicted terrible suffering 
upon the besiegers. But the besiegers had command of the sea, and 
the sea could bring them both remforcements and supplies. What 
of the besieged and Prince Menschikoff’s army m the open ? True, 
Sebastopol was not regularly invested, but supplies had to be brought 
to the Russian armies over thousands of miles of road. The Crimean 
snows descended impartially upon the just and the unjust, upon the 
Orthodox, the Latins, the Protestants, and the Mussulmans “ General 
February turned traitor,” as Punch with its unfailing felicity pointed 
out. The Czar was deeply chagrined, his fortitude gave way, and on 
March 2nd, 1855, he succumbed to a pulmonary attack, following 
upon influenza The news of his death evoked profound emotion 
tkoughout Europe, more particularly, of course, at Vienna. 

Confer- The accession of the new Czar Alexander did not, however, 
^enna render the Russian Plenipotentiaries more pliable. On the first, 
second, and fourth “ Points ” an agieement was reached without 
much difficulty , the crux lay in the third—^the limitation of Russian 
naval preponderance m the Black Sea. To that point Palmerston 
in particular attached the greatest importance, and on it the negotia¬ 
tions ultimately broke down at the end of April. Had Lord John 
Russell been left to himself he would probably have accepted the 
proposals at the Black Sea put forward by Austria; so would the 
French representative M Drouyn de Lhuys, who on his return from 
the Conference resigned ofSce. It would have been well for Loid 
John had he taken the same course. It gradually leaked out that 
the envoy’s views as to the settlement suggested at Vienna were not 
m accord with those of his colleagues, and on July 7th he himself 
substantially confirmed the rumours from his place in Parliament' 
Thereupon Sir E Bulwer-Lytton gave notice of a vote of censure 
upon “ the conduct of our Minister in the recent negotiations at 
Vienna,” and on July 16th Lord John announced his resignation to 
the House He was succeeded by Sir William Molesworth at the 

Clarendon speaks ol Lord Joim’s conduct at this tune as “wilfully male 
volent ’ (u 87), 
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Colonial Office, where the departmental work had been undertaken 
in his absence by the Prime Minister, who with septuagenarian 
enthusiasm was always anxious to familiarize himself with the work 
of a fresh department. 

Though peace was not concluded at Vienna, tlie end of the war Progress 
was in sight. Nevertheless, there was a great deal of hard fighting ct the 
round Sebastopol during the spring and summer of 1855. On'"“ 
February llth a Russian force, 40,000 strong, made a determined 
effort to take Eupatoria by storm, but were gallantly repulsed by the 
Turks under Omar Pasha, supported by a French detachment and 
by five men-of-war in the roadstead. After four hours’ continuous 
fighting the Russians retired with considerable loss. In March, the 
Russians advanced the defensive worics of Sebastopol into the allied 
lines by the seizure and fortification of a knoll known as the Mamelon 
Vert, and the construction of a number of rifle pits. Desperate 
efforts were made by the allies to dislodge them from these advanced 
points but without avail. 

In April, Napoleon III. and his Empress paid a visit to England, 
when the tact of the former and the grace and beauty of the latter 
went far to dissipate the prejudice of the Queen against the “ man of 
December Napoleon, to the horror alike of the English and 
French Ministers, had announced his intention of going out to the 
Crimea and taking the command in person. He was fortunately 
dissuaded from this step,^ though the mere suggestion exercised a 
sinister effect upon the armies at the front. Towards the end of 
May, however, the allies planned and executed a diversion in the 
south-eastern extremity of the Crimea. A combined fleet, under Sir 
Edmund Lyons and Admiral Bruat, with a considerable land force 
of English, French, and Turkish troops left Sebastopol on May 22nd, 
and three days later captured Kertch, and made themselves complete 
masters of the Straits of Yemkale, which lead from the Black Sea 
into the Sea of Azof. This expedition was brilliantly successful both 
in design and execution and contributed m no slight degree to the 
general purpose of the campaign. The stores destroyed at Kertch 
were computed to amount to nearly four months’ ration for 100,000 
men—a very serious loss for the Russian army in the Crimea 

On May 16th Canrobert asked to be relieved of his command, but paissiet 
at the same time begged with rare gallantry, that he might be per- 
mitted to serve as a General of Division under his successor. That 
successor was General P^lissier, who was not only a great soldier, 
but was possessed of the moral courage which Canrobert lacked. He 
soon infused fresh vigour into the operations before Sebastopol. On 
June 18tb a tremendous assault was deliveivd by the allies upon the 
Russian position; the French directed their attack upon the Malakoff, 

' By Lord Clarendon, who was sent to Boulogne for this purpose,—Maxwell, 

11.78 
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the English upon the Redan, two formidable outworks on the east of 
the fortress. Both attacks were repulsed by the Russians with heavy 
loss. The failure of the attack upon the Redan was a bitter dis¬ 
appointment to Lord Raglan. 

A braver soldier and a more gallant gentleman never breathed. 
With splendid resolution he had faced all the privations and dis¬ 
couragements of an exceptionally strenuous campaign. He had seen 
St. Arnaud succeeded by Canrobert and Canrobert by Pdlissier; he 
had served under two Prime Ministers and two Secretaries for War; 
he had witnessed the decimation of his army by disease; he had 
been riddled with criticism; ^ he had been pestered by Commissions 
and correspondents, and had submitted with perfect temper to the 
thwarting of his plans by his allies. Through it all, he had never 
lost courage and never faltered in the execution of the task entrusted 
to him. But he had now been for nearly two years at the front; 
and, enervated by anxiety and worn out by ceaseless toil, he suc¬ 
cumbed to an attack of cholera on June 28th at the age of sixty- 
eight, The maintenance of a difficult alliance was the best tribute 
to his tact, the fall of the great fortress to his persistency and courage. 
General James Simpson succeeded to the command, and reaped 
where Kaglan had sown. 

Slowly but surely the allied armies pushed their lines towaids 
the Russian fortifications. Once more, therefore, the covering army, 
under the command of Prince Michael Gortschakoff, made a desperate 
and gallant effort to raise the siege. On the night of August ISth- 
16th the Russians descended from the Mackenzie Heights upon the 
Tchernaya River. The brunt of the attack fell upon our allies, and 
after many hours of desperate fighting, the Russian army, 60,000 
strong, was driven back with the loss of 8,000 killed, 6,000 wounded, 
and 400 prisoners. In this important engagement the Sardinian 
contingent, under General La Marmora, got their first real chance. 
Nor did they miss it. Fighting with the utmost gallantry they con¬ 
tributed in no small degree to the decisive repulse of the Russian 
army. Thus were Cavour’s calculations precisely fulfilled. In the 
waters of the Tchernaya the stain of Novara was wiped out for ever; 
out of the mud of the trenches was modern Italy built up. Hence¬ 
forward Cavour could speak with his enemies in the gate. The 
victory of the allies at the Tchernaya shattered the last hopes of the 
besieged from the army m the field. For three weeks the allies kept 
up a continuous and terribly destructive fire upon the devoted 
fortress, and on September 8th the attack which had been foiled in 
June was renewed. The British, with a force miserably inadequate, 
again attacked the Redan and were again with great loss repulsed, 
but the Malakoff—the real key of the position—was already in the 
hands of their allies. The story of the final assault may be told ir 
* Cf. Panmure Papers, u. S21-S88. 
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the words of General Niel, the French Commandant of Engineers : 

“ At noon precisely our soldiers rushed forward on the Malakoff 
from our advanced places (Tames. They crossed the ditches with 
surprising agility; and, climbing on the parapets, attacked the 
enemy to the ciy of ‘ Vive TEmpereur 1 ’ At the foot of the Malakoff 
the slopes on the inside being very high, the first to arrive stopped 
for a moment in order to form, and then mounted on the parapet 
and leaped into the works The contest which had commenced by 
the musket-shots was continued with the bayonet, with the butt- 
ends, and stones, the Russian artillery-men made use of their 
rammers as weapons; but they were everywhere killed, taken 
prisoners, or driven off, and m a quarter of an hour the French flag 
was floating on the conquered Redoubt.” 

The storming of the Malakoff cost the French 7,500 in killed and 
wounded, including fifteen generals, but it preluded the fall of 
Sebastopol. Within a few hours the Russians blew up the magazines, 
withdrew across the harbour to the north, and on September 9th, 
after a siege of 849 days, the allies occupied the burning rums of the 
fortress that had been The Russian garrison was unwisely per¬ 
mitted to make good its retreat, and thus the fall of Sebastopol did 
not bring the war to an immediate conclusion. 

On November 28th General Fenwick Williams was compelled to Fail of 
surrender the fortress of Kars He liad been sent to reorganize the 
Turkish forces in Armenia, and with a small Turkish garrison had 
been holding Kars for nearly six months against overwhelming odds. 

It was an heroic defence and it won for Fenwick Williams undying 
fame. A Turkish force had been sent too tardily to its relief, and 
before it arrived the little garrison was starved out. General 
Mouravieff’s success at Kars had this much of significance; it was 
a slight set-off against the surrender of Sebastopol and it predisposed 
the mind of the Czar Alexander to peace. 

The Emperor Napoleon was equally ready for peace. He had Peace of 
got all he could out of the war; the IVench army had gained fresh 
lustre from the concluding passages of the war; the English army 
had not. His restless mind was already busy with the future dis¬ 
position of Europe. He was looking towards Russia and towards 
Italy ; for England he had no immediate use. Cavour too had got 
all he wanted. The mam obstacle to peace was Lord Palmerston. 

His attitude is intelligible. England had made enormous sacrifices 
m the war; of men and money, and—^most of all perhaps—of reputa¬ 
tion The failure of June 18th, repeated on September 8th, was 
disheartening to the army and not agreeable to the Government. 
Palmerston with a sportsman’s instinct, would have liked to finish 
strong. He was, moreover, gravely mistrustful of France, and stiU 
more so of Austria And he had reason. The part played by Austria 
was crafty, selfish, and even treacherous. Her interest was 
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concentrated upon the Principalities. She had induced England and 
France to pick the chestnuts out of the fire for her there Russia 
having been induced to -withdraw from the Principalities, not by the 
words of Austria, hut by the action of England and France, Austria had 
promptly occupied them, and had thus enabled Russia to concentrate 
her efforts upon the Crimea. Finally, as soon as there was a chance 
of peace, Austria spared no effort to detach Napoleon from the 
English alliance. And she nearly succeeded In November, 
Persigny, the French Ambassador in London, attempted to persuade 
Lord Palmerston to accept Austria’s suggestion that the Black Sea 
question should be settled by a separate treaty between Russia and 
Turkey. To this insidious proposal Palmerston offered a firm 
resistance, and on January 16th, 1856, the Czar (at the instance of 
his brother-in-law, the King of Prussia) -virtually accepted as a basis 
of negotiation the “ Four Points,” including a stipulation for the 
neutralization of the Black Sea. On February Isb a Protocol em¬ 
bodying these terms was signed by the representatives of the l^ive 
Powers at Vienna Palmerston, however, deeply resented the part 
played by Austria in the negotiations which led to this result. Sir 
Hamilton Seymour was now British Ambassador at Vienna and to 
him Palmerston wrote (Jan 2‘ith, 1850) • ” Buol’s statement to you 
the night before last was what in plain English we should call im¬ 
pertinence. Wc are happily not yet in such a condition that an, 
Austrian Minister should bid us sign a Treaty without hesitation or 
conditions. The Cabinet of Vienna, forsooth, must insist upon our 
doing so 1 Why really our friend Biiol must have had his head 
turned by his success at St. Petersburg, and quite forgot whom he 
was addressing such language to He should lemember that he is a 
self-constituted mediator, but that nobody has made him umpire, 
arbiter, or dictator. . . . He may rest assui-cd, however, that we 
have no wish to continue the war for the prospect of what we 
may accomplish another year, if we can now obtain peace upon the 
conditions which we deem absolutely necessary and essential; but 
we are quite prepared to go on if such conditions cannot be obtained. 
The British nation is unanimous in this matter.” Palmerston 
gauged public opinion to a nicety. The war was, at the moment of 
peace, more popular than it had ever been in England. But Napoleon 
was eager for peace, and if England had continued the -war, it would 
have meant a serious quarrel with France Nor had we any reason 
for further fighting. The definitive Peace signed at Pans on March 
80th, 1856, contained all that we had any right to demand :— 

1 . The Sublime Porte was formally admitted, on the invitation of 
the Six Powers (including the King of Sardinia), to “ parti¬ 
cipate m the public law and concert of Europe,” and the 
Powers engaged severally to respect, and collectively to 
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guarantee “ the independence and the territorial integrity of 
the Ottoman Empire (Art. vn.) 

11 . The Sultan, “ m his constant solicitude for the welfare of his 
subjects,” announced to the Powers his intention to amelio¬ 
rate their condition “ without distinction of creed or race ” ; 
but the Powers, while recognizing “ the high value of this 
communication,” expressly repudiated the “ right to inter¬ 
fere either collectively or separately ” in the internal affairs 
of Turkey (Art. ix ) 

iii. The Black Sea was neutralized, its waters and forts were to 
be open to the mercantile marine of every nation, but per¬ 
manently “ interdicted to the flag of war,” and there were to 
be no arsenals, either Russian or Turkish, on its coasts. 

(Arts. XI., XU , xm., xiv., and attached convention.) 

iv Kars was to be restored to the Turks, and the Crimea to Russia. 

(Ai't IV.) 

V The navigation of the Danube was to be free, and Russia was 
to retire from its shores by cedmg a strip ot Bessarabia to 
Moldavia. (Arts, xv.-xxi) 

VI. The Principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia were to remain 
under the suzerainty of the Porte, Russia renounced her 
exclusive protectorate over them, and the contracting Powers 
collectively guaranteed their privileges. (Ai'ts. xxii.-xxvii.) 

vii. The liberties of Servia were to be similarly guaranteed. 

(Arts, xxvui. and xxix.) 

By an addendum to the treaty, known as the Declaration of 
Pans, it was agreed to abohsh privateering, and to proclaim as per¬ 
manently accepted principles of maritime war the concessions to 
neutrals made during the recent war by England and Prance; (1) 
a neutral flag was to cover an enemy’s goods, except contraband of 
war, (2) neutral merchandise, except contraband, was not to be 
seized under an enemy’s flag; and (8) a blockade was to be 
“ effective,” i.e., maintained by an adequate navaf force. Such 
were the terms of the treaty which crowned the conclusion of the 
Crimean War. That war had cost England nearly 23,000 men, and 
nearly £80,000,000. What had it achieved ? 

The claim of Russia to an exclusive protectorate over Turkey or Results of 
any part of it was definitely abandoned; her ships of war 
driven from the Black Sea , her arsenals were no longer to dominate 
its coasts, and she herself was to retire from the shores of the Danube. 

That these terms were highly advantageous to the Sultan is indis¬ 
putable. Were they equally advantageous to his Christian subjects, 
or to the Western Powers who had thrust back his hereditary foe ? 

The neutralization of the Black Sea was a clear, though temporary, 
gain to the Mediterranenii Powers m general and perhaps in par¬ 
ticular, to (ireat Biitain. But, repidsed at the Bosphorus, Russia 
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tried to force her way on to the Persian Gulf. Headed off again by 
Great Britain from the Persian Gulf, she was driven still further east. 
Whether to our ultimate advantage it is difficult to say. Prom a 
selfish point of view England had better, perhaps, have accepted the 
suggestions made by the Czar Nicholas to Sii’ Hamilton Seymour, 
though captious critics of English policy will hai’dly fad to observe 
that England is to-day in possession of Egypt and Cyprus, while 
Russia IS no neaier to Constantinople than she was in 1858 

France gamed little from the war, but Napoleon gained much. 
In 1858 his position in Europe was far from assured; the Crimean 
War established it, and until the advent of Bismarck his influence 
upon the Continent was almost overwhelming. The war gamed 
him, paradoxically, the friendship of Russia : the peace lost him the 
confidence of England. 

The greatest gainer by the war, excepting the Porte, was Italy, 
Cavour, despite the angry protest of Austria, took his place at the 
Council Board m Paris, as the representative not merely of Sardima 
but of Italy. In the name of Italy he denounced the misgovernment 
of the two Sicilies, and for Italy he conciliated the sympathy of 
Great Britain and the active assistance of Napoleon. The interven¬ 
tion of Sardinia m the Crimean War gave to her a place in Europe 
and rendered practically certam the war of Itahan liberation 

There were other consequences of the war slightly more remote, 
but not less significant. The alienation of the whilom allies was the 
most obvious. That development was responsible for many things. 
for a war scare which produced the volunteer movement; for the 
suspicion with which England regarded Napoleon’s intervention in 
the affairs of Italy ; for the impotence of the Western Powers in the 
face of Bismarck’s attack upon the Danish Duchies ; and thus, moie 
remotely, for the overthrow of Austrian power in Germany, and the 
consequent war between Germany and France. 

We must now turn to the effect of the Crimean War upon the 
domestic politics of England. In Parliament there was almost 
complete legislative stagnation The interest alike of the Govern¬ 
ment and of the people was naturally and properly concentrated 
upon the prosecution of the war. Other things could wait, the war 
could not. There was, however, one department of domestic ad¬ 
ministration upon which the war powerfully reacted. The exchequer 
had to bear an unusual strain and the fulfilment of Gladstone’s 
elaborate schemes was hopelessly impeded. But the author of the 
Budget of 1858 was jealous of any infringement of its mam principles. 
And he had a right to be, for the results of his scheme were eminently 
successful. Customs, notwithstanding remissions amounting to 
£1,483,000, produced over £800,000 m excess of the previous year, 
and Excise produced about £370,000 more. In the Budget of 1854,^ 
I The first Budget was pioduced on March flth , a revised edition on May Bth 
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therefore he urged the House to adhere to the principles laid down 
m the previous year. The war expenditure he estimated at £8,100,000, 
and this he proposed to raise by doubling the income tax (from 7d. 
to 14d ), by raising the malt duty and the duties on Scotch and 
Irish spirits, and by a new scale of duties on sugar, adapted to a 
fresh and better classification. To borrowing for war purposes he 
was, both on moral and economic giounds, sternly opposed. “ The 
expenses of a war,” he characteristically said, “ are a cheek which it 
has pleased the Almighty to impose upon the ambition and the lust 
of conquest that are inherent m so many nations. . . . The necessity 
of meeting from year to year the expenditure which war entails is a 
salutary and a wholesome check ” Nevertheless, he was compelled 
to issue Exchequer Bills for £1,750,000 besides Exchequer Bonds to 
the amount of £6,000,000 in anticipation of revenue.^ 

Sir George Cornewall Lewis, who succeeded Gladstone, found The War 
himself unable to live up to this standard of financial virtue, and^ii^Set 
contracted a loan of £16,000,000 at £3 8s. 6d per cent But even”^^^®® 
this was insufficient to meet the estimated deficiency of £23,000,000. 

Sir George, therefore, proposed to issue £3,000,000 of Exchequer 
Bills; to raise the sugar duties from 12s to 16s. per cwt,; the duty 
on coffee from 3d to 4d., and that on tea fiom Is, 6d. to Is. 9d per 
lb. He also put an extra 2d. on the income tax, and further increased 
the duties on spirits. Indirect taxation would thus yield an addi¬ 
tional £8,800,000 and the income tax an extra £2,000,000. On 
August 2nd he had to take power to issue £4,000,000 additional 
Exchequer Bills to provide for supplementary estimates. A loan of 
£1,000,000 to the Sardinian Government was readily agreed to, 
but the guarantee of a loan of £5,000,000 for the Turks was carried 
only by a majority of three. 

The provision made for the war, ample as it seemed, proved in¬ 
sufficient , the additional taxes yielded less than the estimate; and 
m February, 1856, the Chancellor of the Exchequer had to raise an 
additional loan of £5,000,000. This was raised m 8 per cent. Consols 
at 90. A further loan of £6,000,000 was contracted in May to meet 
the estimated deficit m the accounts for 1856-1857. 

The total addition to the National Debt, funded and unfunded, 
amounted to £42,000,000,^ Nearly as much W'as raised by increased 
taxation The whole cost of the war, therefore, was estimated by 
Lewis at £77,588,711. How far it is economically wise to pay for 
war out of income ; how far it is legitimate to pass on a large part of 
the burden to posterity; whether loans, if raised at all, should be 
issued in stock of high or low denomination, whether it is better to 

^The interest letuin on the Bonds woa SS 11s. Od per cent , on the Bills 
£8 8a. ed. Both were inised noinmaliy at 8J per cent 

“The Amenoan War had added £124,000,000, and the great French War 
£440,208,079 
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pay a relatively high rate of interest, or to keep the rate nominally 
low at the expense of increased capital liabilities—^these are questions 
which have exercised financial experts for the last two bundled 
years.^ To them they must be left. One reflection may be per¬ 
mitted. However much the pohcy of the Crimean War may be 
approved, it is impossible not to deplore its financial results: the 
well-laid schemes of Gladstone were hopelessly frustrated, and an 
impetus was given to extravagant expenditure which has never 
since been arrested. 

Proposed The consequences of the Crimean War are discernible in directions 
partition f^j. removed from domestic finance. Even after the signature of 
em Africa awkward corners to be turned There were 

difficulties m regard to the delimitation of the new Russian Frontier 
m Bessarabia, and more still about Serpent’s Island at the mouth of 
the Danube. The noticeable point in regard to both is that France 
steadily supported the Russian view as against that of Lord Pal¬ 
merston. The latter did not hesitate to charge Russia with deliberate 
bad faith in the execution of the treaty, and to accuse France of 
sustaining the former’s baseless pretensions.® The attitude thus 
adopted by France did not predispose the British Minister to regard 
with favour the interesting suggestion put forward by the French 
that Northern Africa should be partitioned between England, France, 
and Sardmia. According to this plan France was to have Morocco, 
and England was to occupy Egypt and control the proposed canal 
through the Isthmus of Suez. On the moral aspect of the question 
Palmeiston was very exphcit. “The alliance of England and 
France,” he wrote, “ has derived its strength not merely from the 
military and naval power of the two States, but from the force of 
the moral prmciple upon which that union has been founded. . . . 
How, then, could we combine to become unprovoked aggressors, to 
imitate m Africa the partition of Poland by the conquest of Morocco 
for France, of Tunis and some other State for Sardinia, and of Egypt 
for England.” Moreover, we did not want Egypt any more when 
offered to us by Napoleon than when offered by the Czar Nicholas. 
“ We want to trade with Egypt, and to travel through Egypt, but 
we do not want the burthen of governing Egypt.” For once Lord 
Palmerston spoke the language of the Manchester School. It was 
inspired largely by increasing mistrust ®f Napoleon. “ The fact is 
that, in our alliance with France, we are riding a runaway horse, and 
must always be on our guard. . . The danger is, and always has 

been, that France and Russia should unite to carry into effect some 
great seheme of mutual ambition ” ” 

' Cf Northcote, Twenty Years oj Financial Pohcy, pp 245-298 , also Sii H. 
Pamell, Financial Reform, and Newmaioh, The Loans Raised bij Mr Pitt, etc 

® Cf an exceedingly frank letter to Count Wnlewsky ap. Ashley, u. 117. 

•Ashley, u 127 f 
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Ib the Persian War of 1856-1857 we may discern another of the 
sequelm of the Russian War. For many years past the English 
rulers of India had watched with alarm the stealthy advance of 
Russia in Central Asia, and particularly the growth of her influence 
in Persia. In 1887 the Shah of Parsia attacked Herdt, the strong 
city commanding the route through which an army must advance 
towards the invasion of India on the North-West. Russian diplo¬ 
matists inspired the move, and Russian officers accompanied the 
Shah. Her4t was defended, on behalf of its Prmce Kamran, by 
Major Pottinger, an English officer The defence was skilful and 
stubborn, and on the appearance of an English squadron in the 
Persian Gulf, and the withdrawal of the English envoy from Teheran, 
the Shall abandoned the siege, and the “ Gate of India ’’ was saved 
Persia did not forget the disappointment of her hopes, nor forgave 
the Power by whom they had been thwarted. In 1851 the suspicions 
of the English Government were again aroused, and in 1853 the 
Shah bound himself by a Convention not to occupy Herat unless it 
was threatened by a foreign army. Both England and Persia, in 
fact, agreed to respect, and as far as possible to maintain, the in¬ 
depence of Herit. The war between England and Russia ensued, 
and in December, 1856, the Persian Government declared that 
Herat was threatened by Dost Muhammad, Amir of Afghamst&n, 
and once more advanced into the territory of Her4t and laid siege 
to the city. Mr Murray, the British Minister at Teheran, quitted 
the Embassy; the Persian Government refused to withdraw from 
Her4t, and on November 1st, 1856, the Indian Government deelared 
war. A fleet was sent to the Persian Gulf; Bushire was captured on 
December 10 th ; a British force of 5,000 men was despatched from 
Bombay under the command of Sir James Outram and General 
Havelock. In February, 1857, there were two decisive victories, 
and on March 4th, 1867, a Treaty of Peace was signed in Paris. 

Persia renounced all claim over Her5.t or any part of Afghanistan, 
and agreed to refer any differences which might arise to the good 
offices of the British Government. The British public was disposed 
to regard lightly the Persian War Palmerston, on the contrary, 
fully realized its significance. “ We are beginning,” he wrote, “ to 
repel the first opening of trenches against India by Russia ” 

Before peace was signed with Persia we were already involved The affair 
once more in hosblities with China. The dispute arose in the°^^j*® 
famihar fashion. Under existing treaties British vessels in Chinese 
waters were subject only to the jurisdiction of our own consuls. 

The Arrow, a lorcha or coasting schooner, was sailing, rightly or 
wrongly, under the British flag. The crew were Chinamen, and 
while the lorcha lay in the Canton river she was boarded from a 
Chinese warslup, and the crew were carried off on a charge of piracy. 

The Biitish Consul demanded their extradition, and Sir John Bowring, 
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th.e Governor of Hong Kong, supported him. The Chinese authorities 
refused reparation and Sir Michael Seymour, with the British fleet, 
proceeded to capture some of the forts on the Canton river. Bowrmg 
now seized the opportunity to demand the admission of foreigners to 
Canton, under the terms, hitherto neglected, of the Treaty of Nankin 
(1842) The Chinese made reprisals according to their wont; burnt 
down foreign factories, massacred European sailors, and set a price 
upon the heads of “ the English and French dogs Things became 
so serious that early in 18S7 troops were despatched from England, 
and Lord Elgin was sent out as plempotentiary. The troops were 
diverted, as a later Chapter will disclose, to a more important duty, 
but Canton was taken m 1858 and the English and French fleets 
were sent up to Tiensten to enforce the demands of the Western 
Powers Not until June, 1858, was peace finally concluded. China 
agreed to permit a permanent British Embassy at Pekin and establish 
one m London; to open the Yang-tse nver and five more ports to 
foreign trade, and to protect the Cliristian religion. 

defeat of Before the Treaty of Tientsin was signed Lord Palmerston’s 

he Gov- Government had fallen, though not on their Chinese policy. That 
policy was not mdeed unchallenged m Parliament. In February, 
1867, Lord Derby moved the Lords to condemn it, but though sup¬ 
ported by Lord Lynhurst he was defeated by thirty-six votes. In 
the Commons Mr. Cobden moved what was virtually a vote of censure, 
and was supported not only by Gladstone, Graham, and Russell, but 
by Disraeh The motion was earned by sixteen votes, and the 
Government almost immediately announced their intention to appeal 
to the country as soon as the necessary financial business could be 
disposed of. This was rapidly done, and on March 20th Parhament 
was dissolved. 

General The issue as placed before the constituencies by Lord Palmerston 
^ simple one ; did he or did he not possess their confidence ? 
The answer which they returned was unequivocal. The " fortuitous 
concourse of atoms ” by which the Government had been defeated 
was scattered. The Cobdemtes m particular were smitten hip and 
thigh ; m Manchester Bright was at the bottom of the poll; Milner 
Gibson, his colleague, also lost his seat; Fox was defeated at Oldham, 
MiaU at Rochdale, and Cobden himself at Huddersfield. The result 
was a great personal and political triumph for Palmerston. The 
country believed that in him they had found a leader at once strong 
and patriotic; he had “ stood forth m the tempest of doubt and 
disaster ” m the dark days of the Crimean War ; he had earned the 
war to a successful, if not a triumphant, issue; he had stood firm 
for his country both against enemies and against allies; he had 
faithfully supported her agents abroad—^Bowrmg in China and 
Murray in Persia; overbearing and high-handed he might be, but 
never pusillanimous, and the country rewarded him during the 




GoTenmeiit kil in recent years enjoyed,' 

A strong tad was verily needed at the helm One storm had 
been snccesstuly encountered; another of far greater seventy was 
brewing, Before idsnininer it hurst, Ahont the middle of June 
the news reached England that le Sepoy atiny had mntmed m 
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CHAPTER XIV 


GROWTH OF THE BRITISH POWER IN INDIA 
(1740-1866) 


G reat Britain had barely emerged from the strain and stress 
of the Crimean War before she was called to confront stall 
graver issues raised by a military revolt in India. The two events 
were not wholly unconnected, but neither exaggerated rumour as to 
British reverses m the Crimea nor any other single cause accounts 
for the outbreak of the Mutiny. The causes were, m part, immediate 
—almost accidental; in part they were more general and remote. 
The latter cannot be understood without some reference to the 
historical development of British power in India This would seem, 
therefore, to be the appropriate occasion for a brief but continuous 
sketch of a subject which has, up to the present, been deliberately 
postponed. 

British The English made their first appearance in India in the seven- 
“™^“^®teenth century,^ simply as traders, members of a Company mcor- 
° porated under a Royal Charter by Queen Elizabeth (1600). They 
were not by any means the first representatives of the merchants of 
Western Europe For a fuU century before Enghshmen set foot in 
India the Portuguese had ruled a great Empire and carried on a large 
commerce in the East. After the absorption of Portugal into Spam 
(1580), the Portuguese power in India began to wane rapidly, and to 
the supremacy of the Portuguese there succeeded that of the Dutch. 
The Dutch established their great East India Company in 1602; 
they laid the foundations of Batavia in Java—^henceforth the seat of 
their Government m the East—in 1619, and, in 1651, they made 
good the line of their communications by occupymg the Cape of 
Good Hope. The Dutch concentrated their attention for the most 
part upon the rich islands of the Eastern Archipelago. Thither the 
English merchants followed them; but the Dutch were intensely 
jealous of any mterference with their valuable monopoly, and m 1623 
the memorable massacre of Amboyna drove the English merchants 
—fortunately for their country—to seek refuge upon the continent 
of India. There in the course of the seventeenth century they 
established lactones in Madras, Bombay, and Bengal In 1689 the 
Company decided to take a further, and as it proved, a most momen¬ 
tous step. They deliberately resolved to try and obtain a territorial 
footing m India, and appointed Sir Josia Child as “ Governor-General 
and Admiral of India ” 

They had, however, to malce good their position against European 
rivals. The Portuguese power was decadent; the Dutch, though 

^ 1 igaote the visits oi a few isolated Englishmen, such as Stephens (1679), at 
the close of the sixteenth century 



1858] ENGLISH AND FRENCH COMPANIES 216 

established at Chmsurah, near Calcutta, were intent, as we have Contest 
seen, mainly on the Islands; our most serious European rivals, between 
therefore, were the French. The French founded no fewer than®“|*^®'' 
five Companies for trade in India between 1604 and 1664; ten years French 
later they established their famous settlement of Pondicherri, and 
later still made secure their communications by the occupation of thei^Jou’roa 
Isle de France (1690) and the Isle de Bourbon (1720). Before theDupleix 
middle of the eighteenth century the representatives of the two great 
Western Powers were locked in a desperate struggle for supremacy 
in India, thus renewing m the Far East the grim contest they were 
already waging m Europe and North America. That contest was 
finally decided in our favour by the Treaty of Pans (1768). The 
French were permitted to retain Pondicherri and, m Bengal 
Chandenagore as trading settlements, but not to maintain any 
military establishment, and from that day forward they ceased to 
exercise—except for two fitful moments during the Wars of the 
American and the French Revolutions—any political influence m 
India 

Victorious over the French, the Enghsh Company now embarked. Contest 
for good or evil, upon the turbid sea of Indian politics. The next half- „ 
century witnessed a prolonged and desperate struggle for political 
supremacy between the English Company and various “ Native ” (1767- 
Powers and Princes. The first round was decided by Clive on the 
famous field of Plassey (June 28rd, 1757), a victory which definitely jiLdtha 
established English supremacy in Bengal. The second consisted of a Wars, 
senes of wars against the great Hindu confederacy of the Mardthis. 

The first war was waged under Warren Hastings (1779-1781); it 
was brilliantly continued by the brothers Wellesley (1802-1804), but 
the power of this formidable confederacy was not finally broken until 
the thud and last Mardtha War under the Marquess of Hastings 
(1817-1818) The dominions of the Peshwd. of Poona were then 
annexed to the Bombay Presidency The Peshwd himself retired on 
a pension of £80,000 a yeai to Bithoor, near Cawnpiir, wheie he reared 
an adopted son in the tradition of hatred against the British Govern¬ 
ment. That son—the notorious Nand Sahib—^flashed for a sinister 
moment across the page of Indian history in the Mutiny, but with 
his mysterious disappearance the tale of the Marathd confederacy 
dies down into silence. 

Apart from the Marathds the most imposing Powers m Southern (6) The 
India were the Nizdm of Haidardbad, and Haider All of Mysore, 

The former was the greatest of the Muhammadan Viceroys of the 1780-1799 
Mughal Emperor, ruling in the Emperor’s name over a large Hindu 
population. Almost from the earliest days the Nizdms formed a 
friendly alliance with the English Company, and they remain to this 
day the greatest and not the least loyal of the feudatory Princes 
of the British Raj. Haidar Alf of Mysore was one of the many 
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Muhammadan adveaturers who at the dissolution of the Mughal 
Empale carved out for themselves great principalities by the power 
of the sword. 

For more than twenty years Haidar AH and his son Tipu main¬ 
tained a fierce and not unequal contest with the English Company, 
nor was it until 1801 finally decided in our favour. 

Consoli- Upon the foundations well laid by Clive and Warren Hastings, by 
of Cornwallis and Wellesley, a wonderful superstructure was, during 
India the course of the next half-century, erected. But the expansion 
1806-1837 and consolidation of British power was due mainly to the logic of 
events and was effected in defiance of the declared policy of the 
Directors. The latter were frankly alarmed at the additional re¬ 
sponsibilities thiTist upon them by the enterprises of Lord Wellesley, 
and Governor after Governor was sent out with explicit instructions 
to put a peremptory stop to the progressive policy of his predecessor. 
Not one of them left India without having added substantially 
to the responsibilities he inherited. Lord Mmto (1807-1818), for 
example, straitly charged to extricate the Company from political 
embarrassments and honestly intending to do so, was the first of 
the British rulers of India to open diplomatic relations with neigh¬ 
bouring States. Nor were his actual annexations, though small in 
extent, politically insignificant. For more than a century the 
Mauritius had been the principal connectmg-link between France and 
the East. In 1810 it was captured and added to our chain. Java, 
which France had taken from the Dutch, was acquired in 1811, and 
in 1814 Cape Colony, which for one hundred and fifty years had 
served the Dutch voyagers as a half-way house to India, was finally 
and appropriately transferred to the Power which had succeeded to 
their supremacy in the East, But not for his annexations was 
Minto’s rule memorable. In 1809 he concluded a treaty with Ranjft 
Singh, the famous ruler who had lately welded the religious bond of 
the trans-Sntle] Sikhs into a powerful confederacy and had erected a 
great power in the Punjab. That Treaty secured the Company 
against possible dangers from the North-West. A second embassy 
was despatched to the Court of the Aimr of Afghanistan at Kfibul 
and a third to the Court of Persia at Teheran. These missions, it is 
interesting to remember, were inspired primarly by mistrust not of 
Russia but of France Napoleon, foiled in his scheme for the in¬ 
vasion of England, had come to terms with the Czar Alexander at 
Tilsit and was now contemplating an attack upon the North-West 
Frontier of India. His attention was fortunately diverted by the 
outbreak of the Peninsular War, but the fact that he seriously enter¬ 
tained the design is not devoid of significance. 

Lord Mmto retired m 1818, and to him there succeeded Lord 
Hastinga, better known by his later title of Marquess of Hastings. Like 

1814-1821 ins predecessor, he went out to India with a strong prejudice against 
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the “ aggressive " policy of Lord Wellesley. No sooner had he 
grasped the true position of affairs on the spot than he declared 
“ that our object in India ought to be to render the British Govern¬ 
ment paramount in effect if not declaredly so ; to hold the other 
States as vassals, though not in name, and to oblige them in return 
for our guarantee and protection to perform the two great feudatory 
duties of supporting our rule with aU their forces, and submitting 
their mutual differences to our arbitration During his long reign 
he went far towards giving effect to the principles thus enunciated. 

His fiist war was forced upon him by the restlessness and en¬ 
croachments of the “ Highlanders of India,” the Gurkhas of NepS,l. 

The Giirkhas had long been a terror to all their neighbours in the 
Himalayan fastnesses. To the repeated remonstrances and warnmgs 
of Sir George Baidow and Lord Mmto they had paid no heed, and m 
1814 Hastings was compelled to declare war. The Gurkhas—some 
of the best fighters among the hill-tribes—offered an obstinate 
resistance, but, after two years’ hard fighting the brilhant campaign 
of General Ochterlony enabled Hastings to dictate the terms of the 
Peace of Segauli (Dec 1816) That treaty has defined the relations 
of Nep41 to the British R4j from that day to this The Giirldias, 
havmg made a splendid fight, frankly accepted defeat, and have 
since contributed some of the most valuable recruits to our Indian 
army. The Company acquired “ a long strip of the lower Himalayas, 
with most of the adjacent forest lands extending from the present 
Western Frontier of the Nepal State north-westward as far as the 
Sutlej river This acquisition, though not of great extent, has 
proved an immense boon to British administiation in India, for 
within it aie to be found the health-giving stations of Simla, Massuri, 
and Nami-tal. For the rest, the results of the expedition are thus 
summarized by Sir Alfred Lyall • “ All the hill country that now 
overhangs Rohilcund and the North-West Provinces up to the Jumna 
river fell into our hands. The Anglo-Indian Frontier was carried up 
to and beyond the watershed of the highest mountains separating 
India from Thibet or from Kathay ; and the English dominion thus 
became conterminous for the first time with the Chinese Empire, 
whose Government has ever since observed our proceedings with 
maiked and intelhgible solicitude.” “ 

Having dealt with the Giirkhas, Hastings next turned his atten- pkdte 
tion to the pacification of Central India Life and property had long War, 
been rendered utterly insecure by the plundering raids by bands of “ 
freebooters known as the Pindaris. These “ human jackals ” re¬ 
presented the “ ddbris of the Mughal Empire, the broken men who 
had not been incorporated by the Muhammadan or the Hindu powers, 
which sprang out of its rmns ”. No orderly adnunistrator could 
tolerate the continued existence of a social pest of this character, and 
1 Lyall, British Dnminian in India, p 268 “ Ibid, 
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Hastings determined by one swift and strong blow to annihilate 
their power. The Pmdiris enjoyed the sympathy, if not the avowed 
support, of most of the Mar4th& chiefs, to whose trade they had 
succeeded To proceed against them with anything less than over- 
whelmmg force would, therefore, have been simply to court disaster. 
Hastings accordingly collected a magmficant army of 120,000 men, 
and htei'allyhunted down andcutto pieces theseformidable marauders. 
Third This done, he proceeded to deal a final blow at the Marathds 
MardthA ti^emselves. A confederacy formed between the Peshwd of Poona, 
1817-1818 Holkar of Indore, and the Raja of Ndgpur was defeated m detail, 
with results already recorded. Thus “ did Lord Hastings carry to a 
successful conclusion the work begun by Lord Wellesley and establish 
the British Rdj as the Power Paramount m India ”. 

First On the resignation of Lord Hastings in 1822, the Governor- 

^mese (jeneialship was accepted by Mr. Canmng, but the death of Lord 
1824-1826 Castlereagh detained that statesman in England, and deprived both 
India and Canning of an opportumty which would probably have 
been unique. In default of Canning, Lord Amherst was sent out. 
His rule (1823-1828) is memorable for the first Burmese War and the 
capture of the great fortress of Bhartpur The Eastern frontiers of 
Bengal had for some time been threatened by the advance of the 
ICmgdom of Burmah; the intermediate tribes who had been taken 
under British protection were frequently annoyed by their encroach¬ 
ments, and in 1824 Amherst was forced to declare war. The war is 
notable for two reasons. It afforded, m the first place, a clear 
premomtion of the Mutiny The Bengal Sepoys were gravely dis¬ 
turbed by the prospect of an over-sea expedition; they refused to 
cross the “ black water ”; the 47th Native Infantry broke into 
open mutiny at Barrackpm* and had to be ruthlessly shot down. 
The war itself lasted two years and cost us 20,000 lives and £14,000,000 
sterling. The main expedition penetrated to Ava, and in 1826 
Amherst dictated the Peace of Yandabu. The King of Burmah was 
obliged to cede the maritime provinces of Arakan and Tenasserim, 
and to recognize the English protectorate over Upper Assam, Cachar, 
and Manipur. Thus the war is memorable, in the second place, by 
reason of the fact that “ it brought for the first time a non-Indian 
people within the jurisdiction of the Indian Empire 
Capture In the year following the conclusion of the Burmese War Lord 
Bhartpur (the Stapleton-Cotton of the Peninsular War) was de¬ 

spatched m command of an expedition against the Jat state of 
Bhartpur, The storming of the capital city not only crowned a 
successful campaign but effaced the bad impression created by Lord 
Lake’s failure in a similar enterprise in 1805. The idea had gamed 
credence that the city was impregnable even against Bntish arms. 


* Lyall, op at j) 267. 
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Combermere’s timely victory served, therefore, to dissipate " a 
notion which had threatened to become a political danger ’’d 

Amherst’s aggressive policy, though not lacking the justification The re- 
of success, did not approve itself to his masters at home. The^®™®°f 
Directors were alarmed by rapidly mcreasmg expenditure, the Board 
of Control were aghast at accumulatmg responsibility. Consequently tmet, 
Amherst was recalled m 1827, and there was appointed to succeed ^®28-i835 
him a man who could be trusted to give a new turn to Bntish pc^cy 
in India. Twenty years before. Lord William Bentinck had heeii 
Governor of‘Madras, and had been recalled for lack of vigour in 
dealing with a serious mutiny at Vellore {1806) But the son of a 
former Prime Minister, and the kmsman of the Prime Minister of the 
day, got a second chance in 1827, and used it to the full 

For close on a centmy the Company’s territories in India had 
expanded with astonishing rapidity, and now as a result of almost 
continuous war and ahnost continuous annexation John Company 
had-become the the Lord Paramount in Hindustan Two results only 
could justify that position ; firstly, the suppression of the anarchy 
which prevailed on the dissolution of the Mughal Empire and the 
restoration of order and stable government to miserably distracted 
peoples, and, secondly, the amehoration of the social and economic 
condition of our new subjects in India. The first task was to a large 
extent achieved under the rule of Lord Wellesley and Lord Hastings. 

Order was evolved out of chaos and legal rule was substituted for 
lawless violence The second and even more difficult task was that 
to which Lord William Bentinck set his hand 

With his name no great extension of territory is associated. He Constitu- 
was compelled, in 1880, to place Mysore under British administration 
and protection, and in 1884 he aimexed the httle territory of Coorg, 
m consequence of the flagrant tyranny of the Raja, and “ m con- India 
sideration of the unanimous wish of the people ”. But not by these 
things is the rule of Bentinck remembered. In 1838 an important 
change took place in the constitutional position of the Company 
Its Charter was renewed by Parhament for another twenty years, 
but only on condition that it abandoned finally its commercial 
monopoly, and ceased to carry on trade at all. At the same time 
there was added to the Governor-General’s Council a fourth (legal) 
member, who was not to be the servant of the Company, and the 
Governor-General of Bengal was transformed into the Governor- 
General of India with power to legislate, in Council, for the whole of 
British India. A Commission was also appointed to revise and 
codify the law. The first legal member of Council and the first 
President of the Law Commission was Macaulay. At last, therefore, 
the old confusion, deploied as long ago as 1776 by Adam Smith, was 
finally lesolved. The Company ceased to be a Merchant, and was 
1 Hunter, op ctl. p. 206. 



Ben- 

tlnck’s 

refoims 


220 GROWTH OF THE BRITISH POWER IN INDIA [irio- 

henceforward only a Sovereign. But its sovereignty had long been 
shared with the Ministry of the day in England. In India itself the 
constitutional position of the Company had been first defined by 
Clive who established in 1765 the “ Dual System Under this 
arrangement the Company took over, m return for a large annual 
tribute to the Emperor and to the Nawab of Murshidfib^d, the 
Diw&ni or whole fiscal admimstrotion of Bengal, Behar, and Orissa. 
The system did not work and was teiminated by Warren Hastings. 
His rule witnessed also the beginmngs of parliamentary interference 
with the Company’s affairs in India. The Regulating Act (1778) 
provided for the appointment of a Governor-General and Council for 
Bengal with loose powers of control over the other provinces; it 
established a High Court of Justice—a first step towards the differen¬ 
tiation of the Judicature and Executive, and it stipulated that the 
British Ministry should be regularly supplied with information con¬ 
cerning the Company’s correspondence with India. The daring 
defiance with which Hastings treated both Du-ectors and Ministers 
combined with the inherent vices of the system itself to bring this 
provisional arrangement to an end. Pitt’s India Act of 1784 estab¬ 
lished a dual control; it left the affairs of the Company untouched 
as regards trade, but it virtually transferred political responsihihty 
to a Board of Control consistmg of six Commissioners, all of whom 
were to be Privy Councillors, and among whom were always to be 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer and one of the principal Secretaries 
of State. The President of this Board (almost invariably a Cabinet 
Minister) was virtually, though not until 1858 m name, a Secretary 
of State for India, and controlled Indian Administration with the 
assistance of a Secret Coiunuttee of three Directors, Through this 
Secret Committee the orders of the Board were ti-ansmitted to India. 
The system thus established was franUy a compromise, but it worked 
well enough until the Mutiny, when John Company was abolished, 
and the administration of India was finally transferred to the Crown.^ 

Bentinck proved himself in many directions an intrepid and 
effective reformer. He extricated the finances from the chaos m 
which they had been left by Amherst; he cut down the “ allow¬ 
ances ” of the military and civil servants of the Company ; he issued 
regulations for a new settlement of the revenue of the North-West 
Provinces; he entirely reorganized the Provincial Judicature; he 
abolished flogging in the native army; he provided for the admission 
of natives to many offices in the Company’s service, and he rendered 
a real service to social order by the suppression of the Thugs—a caste 
of hereditary assassins, above all, with exemplary courage he 
grappled with the difficult problem of Satf. In the year 1817 no 

1 Sir Henry Maine holds that, except in regard to wax and diplomacy, the 
Court of Directors was the efficient part of the “ Dual System ”. Cf Reign of 
Queen Victoria fed Ward), p 164 
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fewer than 700 widows, many of them mere children, had, according 
to this ancient custom, been sacrificed in Bengal alone, on the funeral 
pyres of their husbands. Vainly had the gi-eat Mughal Emperor 
AJcbar attempted to abolish this cruel custom. It had acquired the 
sanctity of a religious rite, and it needed no ordinary resolution to 
interfere with it. Bentinck, however, was determined, and, in spite 
of opposition from Europeans and natives alike, he carried a resolu¬ 
tion in Council, by which “ all who abetted Sati were declared guilty 
of culpable homicide Bentinck returned to England in 1835, 
leaving behind him in India the memory of a “ wise, upright, and 
paternal administration ”. Macaulay’s well-known inscription on 
his statue m Calcutta has the rare merit of literal accuracy. “ He 
abohshed cruel rites; he effaced humiliating distinctions; he gave 
liberty to the expression of pubhc opmion; his constant study was 
to elevate the intellectual and moral character of the nations com¬ 
mitted to his charge.” 

As to the wisdom of some of Bentmck’s reforms—^more particu- Lord 
larly that for the admission of natives to ofiice—opinions may possibly 
differ, but it cannot be gainsaid that he gave to India a much- 84 a 
needed interval of repose. That repose was rudely and quickly 
broken by his successor For some months after Bentinck’s resig¬ 
nation, the reins of power were held by Sir Charles (afterwards Lord) 

Metcalfe as senior member of Council. Well had it been had he 
retained them. Peel appointed Lord Heytesbury to the office, but 
on returning to power, in April, 1835, the Whigs cancelled 
Heytesbury’s appointment and sent out to India Lord Auckland. 
Auckland had served as Fust Lord of the Admiralty under Lord 
Grey, and had twice filled the office under Melbourne. He might 
be presumed, therefore, to know thoroughly the mind of the Govern¬ 
ment. He certainly knew the mind of Lord Palmerston, and Lord 
Palmerston’s mind was filled with mistrust of the Eastern policy of 
Russia. He had good reason. By the Treaty of Unkiar Skelessi 
(1838) Russia had lately converted the Black Sea into a Russian 
lake, and had virtually established herself as Protector and patron 
of the Porte. She had lately won a diplomatic victory over England 
at Teheran, and had thwarted an Engksh scheme for the establish¬ 
ment of a new Euphrates route to India. With aU these things and 
with Palmerston’s views on them Lord Auckland was familiar. 

Consequently one of his first acts after arriving in India was to The open- 
despatch Captain Alexander Burnes on a mission to Kfi.bul. This^Koftbe 
mission was the prologue to a long series of the grimmest tragedies question 
m the whole drama of Indian pohtics. A briUiant Afgh&n adventurer, 

Dost Muhammad, had by this time made himself master of the fierce 
tribes of Afghanistan and ruled them with an iron hand as Amir of 
K&bul. The North-Western frontier of British India rested on the 
Huntei, op cU p. 207. 
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Sutlej; the Amfrs of Sind guarded the mouths of the Indus, while 
the Sikhs m the Punjab stood watch over the passes of the Him&layas.i 
The supreme ambition of Dost Muhammad was the recovery of 
Peshawar, at one time the eastern outpost of the Afgh4n Empire, 
but now m the strong hands of Ranjft Smgh, With Ranjft Singh 
we had no quarrel. He had faithfully observed the treaty concluded 
by Lord Mmto m 1809, and a strong power in the Punjab was the 
best guarantee we could possess against hostile incursions from the 
north-west. Auckland’s concern was not, therefore, for Peshdwar, 
but for Herftt, which at the moment was seriously threatened by 
Persia. Dost Muhammad on lus part was quite willing that Her4t 
should fall to Persia, provided that Persia would help him to the 
recovery of Peshdwar. Such was the complicated situation by 
which Lord Auckland was confronted. Nor was it simplified by 
Burnes’s mission, for Burnes found that he was not the only Euiopean 
diplomatist at K4bul A Russian envoy, Vicovitch, was there also, 
and the advice of Vicovitch was far more palatable to the Amir than 
that of Burnes. “ Let Persia have Herit, and Persia will help you 
to your eagerly desired revenge upon the Sikhs and the recovery of 
Pesh4war.” That for “ Persia ” a suspicious eye might have read 
“ Russia ” mattered little to Dost Muhammad. What could Bm-nes 
offer against this ? Nothing but the platonic fiiendship and half¬ 
hearted diplomatic support of England. Vicovitch held all the cards, 
but Burnes had pluck and skill and might have won had he been 
supported from Calcutta. Auckland, however, haunted by the spectre 
of Russia at the gates of Herat and a Russian pawn m possession of 
Peshawai, suddenly made an entirely new move. He decided to 
withdraw Burnes from Kdbul, and to replace Dost Muhammad on 
the throne of Afghanistan by a puppet of his own The puppet 
selected was Shah Shuja, an aged grandson of Ahmad Shdh, the 
founder of the Durani dynasty m Afghanistan. Shah Shuj4 had 
been expelled from the throne by Dost Muhammad, and was now 
living under British protection at Ludhiana. “ His Majesty Shuja- 
ul-Mulk will enter Afghanistan surrounded by his own troops and 
will be supported against foreign interference and factious opposition 
by a British army.” Such was the pretty make-believe solemnly 
put forward in Auckland’s manifesto. To facilitate this “ legitimist ” 
restoration, a treaty was concluded between the British Government, 
Sh4h Shuj4, and Ranjft Singh. The latter was to be confirmed in 
possession of the provinces, which his sword had wrested from 
Afghanistan ; the integrity of Herat was to be respected, and Shah 
Shuj4, in return for a sum to be fixed by the British Government, 
was to relinquish all claim to tribute from the Amirs of Sind and to 
guarantee their independence (July, 1888). Ranjft Smgh, despite 
the advantages secured to him by this alliance, wisely refused to 
The great province of Bajputana had passed mlo our protectorate m 1818. 
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allow the passage of a British army through the Punjab, and the 
advance, therefore, had to be made through Sind The Amirs were 
not less reluctant than Ranjlt Singh, but they were far less powerful, 
and though they imposed every obstacle they dared, a magmflcent 
army started m December, 1888 Unfortunately for Auckland, one 
of his excuses for the invasion had aheady evaporated, for on 
October 9th the Persians inconsiderately raised the siege of Herat 
and agreed to molest it no more. But he was pledged to the restora¬ 
tion of a legitimate Sovereign to the throne of his immediate ancestors, 
and it seemed too late to draw back. The army, consequently, went 
on its way; marched through Sind and thence by way of the Bolan 
Pass to Quetta, and on from there to Kandahar. Kandahar opened 
its gates, and there Shah Shuia was enthroned (May 8th, 1889). 
Between Kandahar and KAbul lay the strong fortress of Ghazni. 
Ghazni was stormed m July and the road lay open to K4bul. On 
the approach of the British army Dost Muhammad fled, and in 
August Sh4h Shuja was escorted m triumph into the Bala Hissdr at 
K4bul. 

By the Home Government the Afghan expedition was regarded 
as magnificent alike in conception, in execution, and m results. " By 
tabng the Afghans under our protection,” wrote Palmerston, “ and 
m garrisoning (if necessary) Her4t, we shall regain our ascendancy 
in Persia.... British security in Persia gives security on the eastward 
to Turkey and tends to make the Sultan more independent and to 
place the Dardanelles more securely out of the grasp of Nicholas ” ^ 

No words could reveal more clearly the true inwardness of the policy for 
which Auckland and the British Cabinet were conjointly responsible 

In Afghanistan it soon became clear that the legitimate Sovereign 
could count upon the loyalty of his subjects only so long as he was 
protected by British bayonets, and for two years we remamed in 
mihtary occupation of the country about Kabul and Kandahir 

At length, however, it was decided to withdraw a portion of the There, 
army of occupation. Arrangements for the withdrawal were on the 
point of completion when the anger of the Afghans, long pent up, Kabul 
suddenly burst forth,® and Sir Alexander Burnes, just appointed to 
succeed Sir William Macnaghten as Pohtical Officer, was assassinated 
in K4bul (Nov. 2nd, 1841). General Elphmstone, no longer young, 
was in command of the Bntish troops, and, owing to his inexplicable 
apathy, a not was suffered to grow into an insurrection. The 
insurrection carried all before it and still Elphmstone did little or 
nothing to check it. On the contrary, he determmed to evacuate 
the country, Akbar IOi4n, the eldest son of Dost Muhammad, 
appeared at K4bul at the end of November and with him was con¬ 
cluded, on December 11th, a treaty by the terms of which the Afgh4ns 

Torrens, Melbourne, ii 274 

* Kaye hints at pnvate wrongs to be avenged, i. Old 
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undertook to speed the departure of the British garrison by furnishing 
provisions and transport. Still there was delay. The Afghans were 
slow in furnishing supplies, and Maenaghten occupied the interval by 
intrigues with rival chieftains. Invited to confer with Akbar Khan 
he walked into a trap and was murdered by Akbar’s own hand 
(Dec. 23rd, 1841), No attempt was made to avenge him- 
Elphinstone’s one anxiety was to get out of the country; and a 
further treaty, on terms perhaps the most humiliating ever imposed 
upon a British General, was concluded on January 1st, 1842 On 
the 6th the retreat actually began. Through the mountainous 
defiles between Kdbul and Jalfi.lfi,hkd the force made its way, m the 
depth of winter, and harassed perpetually by the attacks of the 
fanatical tiibesmen of the hills. After two or three days the women 
and children were confided to the hands of Akbar Khfiii, and, later 
on, the aged and imbecile General, in the hope of saving the remnant 
of Ills force, surrendered himself and his staff as hostages. Each 
fresh humiliation was in vain. Out of 4,600 fighting men and 12,000 
camp followers only one man, Di. Brydon, reached Jaldlabad m 
safety. A few prisoners were protected by Akbar Kh&n, but the 
rest perished miserably, having succumbed to the rigours of the 
march or been cut to pieces by the Afghto tribesmen. At JalMdh4d 
Sir Robert Sale and lua brigade had for two months been holding out; 
General Nott was holding Kandahar Both Generals were ordered 
to witlidraw the garrisons, and both, to the honour of the British 
name, refused. Meanwhile, in India, some efforts were made to 
retrieve the disaster. An attempt, under Brigadier Wild, to force 
the IQiaibar Pass failed, but in February General Pollock reached 
Peshdwar to take over the command. Not, however, until April 
was he m a position to take the field. Sale and Broadfoot were still 
holding out at Jalalkbad and had actually beaten off Akbar Khan in 
a pitched battle, when, on April 16th, they were relieved by Pollock, 
Ijoid What was to be the next step ? Were the garrisons to be 
Auckland summanly withdrawn from KandahAr and JalAlAbad or was some 
byLoid*^*^retribution to be exacted from the Afghans ? The decision was no 
Ellen- longer in Lord Auckland’s hands. The Whig Government had fallen 
1842 ^^^’ Peel’s first acts was to send out Lord Ellenborough 

to supersede him (1842). For the policy which had been inaugurated 
so rashly and had failed so miserably the Whig Cabinet was not less 
responsible than Auckland. A change of Government in India was, 
under the circumstances, inevitable, but in his choice of a successor 
to Auckland Peel showed less than his usual discernment. A great 
orator and a skilled administrator, Ellcnboiough was nevertheless 
lackmg in moral courage, and above all was self-conscious and 
bombastic. 

In regard to Afghamst&n he threw I he real lespon.sibility on to 
the Generals m command. They weu’c ordered to withdraw, but by 



1856] LORD ELLENBOROUGH 225 

way of K^bul. Pollock and Sale fought their way from Jal&14bdd, 

Nott from Kandahdr, and on September 16th they met at Kdbul. 

The great Bazaar and the palace of the city were blown up ; the 
prisoners, including Lady Sale, were recovered, and in October, 

1812, the British force withdrew from Afghanistan. Our miserable 
puppet Shah Shu]d was murdered m 1843, and Dost Muhammad, 
released from India, was permitted to reseat himself upon the throne 
That nothing might be wanting to this story of folly and humiliation. 

Lord Ellenborough thought fit to add a touch of ndicule and melo¬ 
drama. General Nott had been ordered to bring back with him as 
a trophy the gates of Somn&th from the tomb of the Sultan Mahmud 
at Ghazm. ITiese gates were reputed to have been carried away 
from a great temple in India by Mahmud in the eleventh century 
As a matter of fact they were a “ modern forgery,” ^ and their restora¬ 
tion with elaborate ritual and a vain-glorious proclamation added an 
element of farce to the grim tragedy so recently enacted. 

Thirty years later it was revived, and every scene of the drama 
was, with singular precision, repeated on the same stage. 

The results of the fii'st Afghan War did not end with the with- Conquest 
di’awal of the army, nor with Lord Ellenborough’s famous proclama- an- 
tion. Two wars followed m the logic of history The first was with 
the Amirs of Sind Them independence had vmtually disappeared 1848 
with the passage of the Bntish army through Lheir temtory in 1839. 
Throughout the subsequent period we had been obliged to maintain 
our line of communications by garrisoning the island of Bukkur, 
which commands the passage of the Indus, on the road to the Bolaii 
Pass, and Kurrachi. Wlien the Afgh&n War was over it seemed to 
Lord Ellenborough inconvenient to smTender these places A 
pretext was soon found. Treaties imposed upon the Amirs had been 
indifferently respected Further demands were made upon them, 
and m 1843 Major Outram, our political agent at Haidarabad, was 
attacked m the Residency. He held it gallantly with 100 men 
against 8,000, and safely withdrew his little garrison. Sir Charles 
Napier with 3,000 troops then flung himself upon an army of more 
than 20,000 Sindhis and Baluchis at Miani, and achieved one of the 
most brilliant victories in the history of British arms m India. Three 
days later (Feb 20th) he entered Haidarabad, and another victory 
in the neighbourhood of the capital brought the little campaign to a 
conclusion. Its inevitable consequence was the annexation of Sind. 

The territory of the Amirs, though not extensive, was of first-rate 
strategical importance. Its annexation gave us the command of the 
lower Indus valley and of the estuary of that river; it completed 
OUT circuit of the sea-coast of Hindustan, and it gave Napier the 
opportunity of substituting for a cruel and grasping Government the 
unappreciated blessings of order and prosperity, 

1 Hunter, op. ciU p 212 
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Expedl- Before the year was out Ellenborough had begun and successfully 
or expeition against the Mardthd State of Gwalior. Though 

18 ^ 8 ™ Sindhia, Gwalior was under British protection. 

In consequence of domestic broils the Resident found it necessary iii 
1843 to withdraw. An army under Sir Hugh Gough was, accordingly 
de^atched to maintain order. The Mardth4s opposed him at 
Mdhdrajpur, when he fought and won an important victory; General 
Grey won a victory on the same day at Panmdr; and peace was 
promptly restored. The Mdratha army was largely reduced, and a 
British force, maintained at the expense of Gwalior, was substituted 
for it. 

The Gwalior campaign bad two important results : it dissipated 
the danger of a possible coalition between the Mardthds and the 
Siklis against the British Rdj; and it served to bring Ellenborough’s 
reign to an end. His feverish activity alarmed both the Directors 
and the Cabinet, and in 1844 he was superseded by Sir Henry 
Hardmge. ^ 

me first Hardmge, though a veteran soldier, was sent out to India with a 
Sikh War, gf pg^gg_ definite instructions to pursue a policy of 

retrenchment. Before he had been a year m India he found himself 
With an irony characteristic of British rule in India, involved m one 
of the most formidable wars of the century. 

The Sikhs were not a distinct racial unit, but a religious sect the 
disciples 1 of a prophet of the fifteenth century. On the break-up of 
the Mughal Empue they, like the Mardthas, emerged as a great 
territorial power. In the person of Ranjit Singh (1780-1839) they 
produced a great statesman. In his hands the loose confederation 
of the Sildis was transformed into a compact nation, resting on the 
basis of an army, perfectly disciplined and organized by some of 
Napoleon’s exiled veterans upon European models. Ranjit Singh 
however, recognized the might of the British Raj, and remained 
throughout hie faithful to the treaty of 1809. By that treaty his 
activities were restricted to the Trans-Sutle] territory, but he added 
to his dominions Multin, Kashmir, and Peshdwar. The power which 
he had thus built up in the Punjab was exceedingly formidable. But 
it was subject to the defect common to all Oriental Principalities 
Its basis was purely personal. On his death (1889) confusion quickly 
ensued, and his capital, Lahore, was the theatre of perpetual quarrels 
intrigues, and assassinations The only organized power was that 
ot the army, and the army was bent on trying conclusions with the 
English Company, Ever smee the close of the AfeVi^n War the 
British Government had been fully alive to the danger threatened bv 
the unsettled state of the Punjab and by the fixed ambition of the 
amy, but they were determmed to give the Sikhs no ground for 
offence. Hardmge, indeed, is accused by some critics of having gone 
^ SiLl) = discipJe. 
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BD far in this direction as to have left the frontier inadequately 
guarded. 

In December, 1846, the attack was delivered. On the 11th the Batties of 
Sikh army, 60,000 strong, with 160 guns, crossed the Sutlej near MadM, 
Firozpiir. The next few weeks witnessed some of the heaviest 
fighting in the history of British India. Sir Hugh Gough hurried up AliwaJ, 
with 10,000 men, and on December 18th inflicted a crushmg defeat 
on the Sikhs at Mudki. Then, pickmg up the garnson under Sir 
John Littler at Firozpdr, he attacked the fortified camp of the 
invaders at Firozshfih (Dec. 21st, 22nd). The Sikhs were far superior 
in numbers and guns and fought with the utmost determination. 

But again Gough was victorious. These victories were bought at a 
high price m wounded and killed, Sale and Broadfoot being among 
the latter. But they were decisive. India was saved from invasion 
and the Sikhs were compelled to recross the Sutlej. Not, however, 
for long. In the fu'st month of the new year (1846) they were back 
again, moving on Ludhiana. Sir Harry Smith was accordingly 
despatched to support the little garrison with which Brigadier Godby 
held that post. Sir Harry relieved the garrison, and then, on 
January 28th, he inflicted a crushing defeat on the Silchs at Ahwal. 
Meanwhile, Gough was watching the mam body of the enemy, who 
had established themselves m a strongly fortified camp at Sobraon, 
guarding a bridge across the Sutlej. Sir Harry Smith rejoined the 
Commaiider-m-Chief on February 10th, and the two Generals, with 
their combined armies, carried the camp by storm, and drove the 
enemy with immense loss across the Sutlej. This was the crowning 
and conclusive victory of Sobraon. On the evening of the battle 
the advance on Lahore began. On February 20th the army was 
outside the walls of the capital, and Sn Henry Hardinge dictated 
the terms of a Peace which was concluded at Lahore on March 9th. 

The Sikhs agreed to cede the territory which lies between the Sutlej 
and the Beas rivers ; to cut down their army to limits prescribed by 
us; to surrender all the guns used against us ; to pay an indemnity 
and receive a British garrison for eight years. There was to be no 
annexation of the Punjab ; Dhulip Smgh, a reputed son of Ranjit, 
was recognized as R4ji, but the administration of the country was 
virtually committed to Major Henry Lawrence, who was to remain 
as British Resident at Lahore. 

Sir Hugh Gough and Sir Henry Hardinge were rewarded with 
peerages, and m 1848 Hardinge handed over the reins to his suc¬ 
cessor with the cheering assurance that, so far as human foresight 
could predict, it would not be necessary to fire a gun m India for 
several years to come. ThenUe 

That successor was, perhaps, the greatest ruler ever given 
Great Britain to India. Durmg the eight jj^ears of Lord Dalhousie’s jjousie, 
reign modern India came into being, and to preside over such a 1848-1880 
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transformation the new Governor-General, was pre-eminently well 
fitted Politically he was Peel’s disciple. He had served, in Ms 
Government, as President of the Board of Trade, and had com¬ 
mended his fiscal reforms to the House of Lords. He believed that 
in India he had a fair field for administrative reform. Others believed 
it too. “ The youngest ruler who has assumed the responsibihties 
of this Empire, he receives rt from his predecessor m a state of tran¬ 
quility which has hitherto no parallel in our Indian annals. He 
arrived at a time when the last obstacle to the complete and ap¬ 
parently the final pacification of India has been removed ; when the 
only remaining army which conld create alarm has been dissolved ; 
and the peace of the country rests upon the firmest and most per¬ 
manent basis. The chiefs whose ambition or hostility have been the 
source of disquietude to his predecessors, have one and all been 
disarmed.” ^ 

Nowhere is fate more prone to mock than in India. Three 
months after these woids were written a tragic outrage at Multan 
had reopened the question as to the future of the Punjab, and had 
involved Dalliousie in the difficult problems from which he never 
really emerged till he left India, a dying man, m 1856. 

Sir William Hunter has summarized Dalhousie’s work in India 
under three heads: the extension of our external frontier, the 
internal consolidation and unification of our territory, and the de¬ 
velopment of national resources—^the transformation of “ the agri¬ 
cultural India of antiquity into the manufacturing and mercantile 
India of our own day ”.® 

The con- In 1848 the map of India was divided into two portions : one was 

quest and under the immediate government of the English Company; the 
tionof" other consisted of the Feudatory States m which we exercised a 
the greater or less degree of control, but without direct responsibility. 
FiTo^ojoThe device was at best only a convenient makeshift, and the results 
were in some cases deplorable. British arms often maintained upon 
their thrones vicious and tjrrannical Sovereigns, who, but for our 
support, would long since have paid the common and appiopriate 
penalty of Oriental despotism. British Residents, though powerful 
to avert external interference, were impotent to secure good ad¬ 
ministration at home. On the contrary, their presence defended 
the “ native ” Prince from the consequences of his misrule. No 
ruler with an instinct for orderly administration could permit such 
a state of things to endure a day longer than was necessitated by 
the inadequacy of Ms own resources. Dalhousie’s perception of this 
fact was largely responsible for the transformation of the map of 
India under his hand, 

1 The Fnend oj India, .Taunaiy 20th, 1848, ap Sir Edwin Arnold, Dalhonsie’s 
Adminislfation of British India vol i pp S9-60 

“ lAft of Dalhausie, p. 11 Tbis is u biilliant, but lu bonir detiuls raiBleiidina 
book. 
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It was the Punjab which first demanded his attention. Lord 
Hardinge had ngorously curtailed its army and had placed the 
country under a regency of Sikh chiefs controlled by a British 
Resident at Lahore. The device was not to the liking of chiefs or 
people, and in April, 1848, the prevailing discontent blazed out 
Two young officers, IMr. Vans Agnew, a civihan, and Lieutenant 
Anderson were sent to Multan to superintend a change in the govern¬ 
ment of the district, and while executmg their mission were brutally 
assassinated. Their dying appeal for help readied Lieutenant 
Herbert Edwardes, stationed eighty miles away upon the Indus 
Edwardes collected what forces he could, and on June 18th and 
July 1st won two brilliant victories over Mulrdj, the deposed Governor 
of Multan. But it had already become clear that the local outbreak 
at Multan was developing into a general insurrection of the Sikhs. 
The Punjab would either have to be abandoned or reconquered. 
Edwardes appealed for immediate assistance, but Lord Gough 
refused to take the field with the inadequate force at his command, 
and during the hottest season of the year. His caution, though 
much criticized, approved itself both to the Governor-General and 
to the authorities at home. By November, however, he was ready 
to advance from Firozpdr with an army of 20,000 men; and on 
the 22nd a deaily bought victory at Ramnagar enabled him to effect 
a crossing of the Chenab It was an inauspicious beginning and 
there was worse to come On January 13th, 1849, Gough was goaded 
into a rash and premature attack upon the Sikh position. Then 
ensued the battle of Chihanwala which a brilliant pen has described 
as “ an evening battle fought by a brave old man m a passion and 
mourned for by the whole British nation ” ^ The British loss in 
killed and wounded reached the terrible total of 2,388 men; four of 
our guns were captured by the Sikhs and three standards It was not 
a defeat, but it needs some special pleading to claim it as a victory, 
and as soon as the news i cached England there arose a loud clamour 
for the recall of Lord Gough. Sir Charles Napier was, accordingly, 
sent out to supersede him, but before Napier could reach India 
Gough won a brilliant victory at Gujrat (Feb. 20th). Multan had 
surrendered a month earlier (Jan 22nd), and after Gujrat General 
Gilbert chased the Sikhs and their Afghan alhes across the plains 
of the Punjab. At Rawal Pmdi the whole of the Sikh army sur¬ 
rendered (March 12th) and the Afghans were hunted into the moun¬ 
tains Thus was the second Sikh War brought to a triumphant 
termination, and the military power of the Sikh confederacy was for 
ever broken. 

There could be but one sequel to the war. The half-measures of 
Lord Hardinge could not be repeated, and Lord Dalhousie, while 

* Hunter, HaZAoime, p 77 For an elaborate vindication of Gougb, see Rait’s 
Life, II pp. 211-246. 
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“deeply sensible of the responsibility” he assumed, determined 
that the Punjab must be annexed to British India. In this step 
Hardmge himself generously and cordially concurred. The young 
Maharaj&h Dhulip Singh received a pension of £60,000 a year, and 
the titular dignity of Prince. The administration of the newly 
conquered province was committed to a Board, consisting of the two 
Lawrences, Henry and John, and Mr. Mansel, acting under the immed¬ 
iate direction of the Governor-General. The Sikh army was disbanded ; 
the Sikh confederacy was broken up, and the whole of the vast 
territory it had ruled was m a few years reduced to order and sub¬ 
ordination by the genius of the Lawrences. How completely they 
gamed the respect, if not the affection, of the Silchs, the tale of the 
Mutiny was soon to prove, wlule no words can exaggerate the im¬ 
portance of the bulwark they thus erected on the most vulnerable 
frontier of British India. 

The Lord Dalhousie’s second annexation was the “ submontane tract ” 

Buimcac Sikkim in the Himdlayas, due north of Bengal. Relatively small 
yvar, 111 extent, this annexation gave us an important tca-giwmg district 
1862-1805 and brought us into direct relations with Thibet. Much more 
important was the annexation of Pegu, a large had of lower Burmah, 
This was the fruit of the second Burmese War. 

The doc- More important still were the annexations m Central India 
,, rendered possible by a rigorous apphcation of the doctrine of “ Lapse ”, 
When a Hmdu had no lineal heirs it had long been the custom for 


liim to “ adopt ” an heir and bequeath to him not merely his private 
possessions, but his prmcipahty as well. With the rights of “adopted” 
heirs to piivate inheritances Dalhousie had no wish to interfere, but 
he held that the interests of good government required that no rights 
of political succession should accrue without the sanction of the 
Paramount Power. This principle Dalhousie fearlessly applied. In 
deference to this doctrine the Marathi principality of S4tto was 
annexed in 1849, and those of Jhansi and Nagpur, in 1853 The last 
added to British India the great district known as the Central Pro¬ 
vinces The same doctiine is responsible for the less important 
annexations of Jaitpui, Bagh&t, Udaipur, and Bud&wal. That these 
annexations were made with the most scrupulous conscientiousness 
on the part of the Governor-General, and that the result of them was 
to substitute good government for bad government is undeniable. 
But it IS not less certain that in the aggregate they tended to create a 
feelmg of unrest among the peoples of India which was among the 
contributory causes of the subsequent Mutiny. 

significant of all m this respect, and most duect in its bearing 
ofOufih tte Sepoy Mutiny, was the annexation of the Muhammadan 

kingdom of Oudh. In no district of India was the Government more 


notoriously and more heartlessly oppressive. The misrule had been 
persistent for half a century. Lord Wellesley had foreseen, as long 
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ago as 1801, that the Paramount Power would be compelled to 
interfere Thmty years later Lord William Bentmck, least ambitious 
and most humane of rulers, had solemnly warned the King that 
failure to amend his ways could have but one result. Lord Hardmge 
in 1847' definitely limited the period of grace to two years. In 1856 
Dalhousie determined to act. It was his solemn conviction that 
“ the British Government would be guilty in the sight of God and 
man if it were any longer to aid in sustaining by its countenance an 
administration fraught with suffering to millions ” But for that 
countenance the Kings would long since have paid the penalty for 
persistent oppression and misrule, and Dalhousie felt that the re¬ 
sponsibility thus incurred by the British Govei-nment was too heavy 
to be borne any longer. Nevertheless, he shrank from the final and 
formal step. That the actual admimstration should be vested in 
the Company seemed to him inevitable, but he would have left the 
King his title, rank, and ample revenues. The Directors decreed 
otherwise, and on February Idth, 1856, the formal annexation of 
Oudh to the dominions of the Company was proclaimed On the 
fallen dynasty no compassion need be wasted. They had been 
repeatedly warned, but despite warnings had persisted m their evil 
ways. As for their subjects, no one can doubt that in place of a 
bad government they got a good one. But it is none the less true 
lhat Oudh supphed a large proportion of the mutineers of ’57. 

The annexation of Oudh was the last official act of Lord Dalhousie. Internal 
But to dwell exclusively upon the change he effected m the map 
British India would be to present this administration in false per¬ 
spective. That change was indeed stupendous. The British India 
of 1856 was “ between a third and a half ” larger than that of 1848. 

More than that, its “ political centre of gravity had profoundly 
altered Reahvang this fact and all that it implied, Dalhousie 
promoted a senes of consequential changes. Lower Bengal was 
placed under a Lieutenant-Governor, and the Governor-General was 
set free for his wider responsibilities * The centre of military gravity 
was shifted steaddy towards the north-west The seat of the supreme 
Government was transferred, during the greater part of the year, to 
the Himalayan summer-resort of Simla, and thither, in 1865, the 
army head-quarters followed it To bind together the old British 
India and the new, Dalhousie devised a comprehensive scheme of 
railway construction, basing it financially upon the system which he 
would fain have apphed to England in 1844. Individuals were to 
find the capital, and the State was to guarantee a minimum rate of 
interest.® To the same source India owes the telegraphic system 

‘Hunter, Z)o//iousie. p 179 -“By an Act ot 1863 

“ Hunter describes Dalhousie’s railway scheme set forth in the Minute of 1863 
as “ one of the most comprehensive and far-seeing which ever issued from a human 
brain,” op cti p 191 

a 
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and the halfpenny post, a wonderful expansion of trade, and the 
foundations of a national system of education. The work actually 
achieved by Dalhousie was stupendous; the face of the whole land 
was transformed, and much more than the face of it. We are not, 
even yet, perhaps, in a position to gauge accurately the full effect of 
the changes which Dalhousie initiated “ We are making,” wrote 
Sir Edwin Arnold in 1865, “ a people in India, where hitherto there 
have been a hundred tribes but no people ” ^ There could be no 
better summary of Dalliousie’s work. 

Whether Lord Dalhousie was fully conscious of the dangers 
implicit in his own handiwork is a question which cannot be decided. 
But to suggest that he was wrapped in any false security is a libel 
upon his powers of perception and of prescience. “ No prudent man, 
having any knowledge of Eastern affairs, would ever venture to 
predict a prolonged continuance of peace in India ” These were his 
parting words to the people of India. To his employers at home his 
warnings were equally candid and more specific He protested 
strongly against the withdrawal of European troops from India, and 
earnestly warned the Government against the dangerously increasing 
disproportion between English and native troops. Even for the 
exigencies of the Crimean War India ought not to be depleted of 
British troops “ We are perfectly secure,” he wrote, “ so long as 
we are strong and are believed to be so ” Between 1864i and 1857 
reports weie industriously circulated m India that the Crimean War 
had demonstrated to the world the military weakness of Great 
Britain. In many quarters those reports found ready credence We 
were believed not to be strong. One of the mam props of our security 
was thus rudely shaken and the result was seen in the outbreak of 
the Mutiny 


Quoted by IIuiiUi, p 20U 
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CHAPTER XV 

THE INDIAN MUTINY 
(1856-1868) 

T N February, 1856, Lord Dalhousie handed over the reins of govern- Lord Can- 
J. ment to his successor. The man selected for this arduous ““S’® 
responsibility was Lord Canning, the third son of the gi-eat statesman T nam" 
who had himself, in 1822, accepted the office to which his son was 
now called. A contemporary of Dalhousie’s at Christ Church, Lord 
Canning had, like his predecessor, served his political apprenticeship 
under Peel As Postmaster-General he had been a member of the 
Coalition Ministry from 1858 to 1855 From the moment of his 
arrival in India he found himself confronted with difficulties . Herat 
to be again defended from the attacks of Persia; Oudh to be pro¬ 
vided with a regular administration; the native army to be re¬ 
organized. But he was hardly seated in the saddle when all other 
anxieties were thrown into the shade by the outbreak of mutiny 
among the sepoys of Bengal. 

Historians are not, even now, agreed as to the precise scope and Causes of 
nature of the rising of 1867 On the one hand it is described as a^® 
purely military revolt, on the other as an attempt at political revolu- ^ 
tion If it never actually engulfed India m revolution, that was 
mainly because the revolt was subdued in time. For the causes 
which contributed to the outbreak were not merely military Mutinies 
among the native troops were not mdeed unknown in India A 
serious mutiny had broken out at Vellore in 1806 , Lahore was the 
scene of a less serious one in 1849, and many others had, dm’ing the 
last thirty years, been hushed up by the authorities.* These facts 
were known to all the responsible officials m India , they were known 
also to the native soldiers, to the native princes, and to the people at 
large. From the latter nothing that happensin Indiacan be concealed, 
though their demeanour gives no hint of the knowledge they possess. 

More particularly were they alive to the fact that in 1857 the native 
troops outnumbered the British by seven or eight to one.® Of the 
native army nearly half belonged to Bengal, and, of these, large 
numbers were drawn from the Province of Oudh The latter, as 
we have seen, had a special and a recent reason, if not for disaffection, 
at any rate for unrest But all sections of the Bengal army were 
unsettled. The unsettlement was due to many causes. The exten¬ 
sion of the military responsibilities of the Indian Government, the 
^Admitted to the Cabinet by Lord Palmciston (1855) 

“ “ For thirty years post the Bengal army had been in .i state of quasi- 
mutiny ”—^T. R Holmes, Indian Mulmy, p 63 

® The actual figures are very variously given , perhaps the most trustworthy 
estauatc gives the British troops at 3D,500, the natives at 311,038 
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over-sea expeditions to Burma and Persia; the attempt to Euro- 
peanize discipline; the dimmution of the prestige of the regimental 
officers; the passing of the Foreign Enlistment Act (1856); all these 
things contributed to the sense of impending change. 

So long as the military reputation of England was uadimmed this 
was of no great moment. But our prestige had lately waned. There 
were exaggerated rumours of reverses to English arras in the Crimea; 
men talked of the success of Russia in sustaining the siege of Sebasto¬ 
pol against England and France in combination; even young men 
had witnessed the disasters in Afghamst&n and the questionable 
Victories in the Punjab, wars in China and Persia were likely to 
dram the strength even of a great military Power. There was not a 
bazaar m India in which such matters were not eagerly discussed. 

It is doubtful, however, whether these things, taken by them¬ 
selves, would have sufficed to produce a great revolt. Enough has 
been said abeady of the significance in this connection of Lord 
Dalhousie’s policy. It is not easy to assign to that policy its precise 
weight as a factor in the problem. Unquestionably, however, the 
princes and peoples were alike filled with a sense of uneasiness by the 
rapidity with which Dalhousie had extended the domimons of the 
English Company. Nor was there a vestige of gratitude for the 
“ blessings of good Government Oriental conservatism is strongly 
averse to change even if it be change for the better. This is a truth 
which the British mind finds it almost impossible to grasp ; but the 
neglect of it has more than once contributed to disaster Never did 
it coqfnbute more directly tlian in the Indian Mutiny. 

Still more potent was the conviction which rapidly gained ground 
that the British Government were intent on religious proselytism. 
The Hindu feared for his caste; the Muhammadan for his creed. 
Then, as often, there were isolated instances of tactless proselytism 
on the part of well-intentioned soldiers and civilians, but for the idea 
that there was any deep-laid plot to effect the conversion of the 
“ heathen ” there was not, of course, the least foundation. 

The Upon materials thus highly inflammable a live spark was unfor- 

8'^®^ tunately dropped A new weapon, the Enfield rifle, had lately been 
“ " substituted, in the Indian array, for the old “ Brown Bess ", It was 
rumoured that the new cartridges were greased with the fat of swme 
and cows. To load the new rifle the sepoy would have to bite the 
cartridge. This meant for the Hindu desecration, and for the 
Muhammadan contamination; to the former the cow is sacred, to 
the latter the pig is pollution. The worst fears of both were ap¬ 
parently justified. The caste of the one was to be undermined, the 
creed of the other was derided. Both refused to touch the greased 
cartridges Their officers, well knowing their prejudice, assured 
them that the rumour was baseless, and that they might safely use 
the new cartridges. The assurance did but inflame their tei'ror and 
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resentment. They felt themselves the victims of an accursed con¬ 
spiracy, designed to effect their degradation in this world and their 
damnation in the next. For the sepoys were better informed than 
their officers. The story of the greased cartridges was true. With 
incredible foUy and carelessness the fat of swine and cows had been 
used in glazing the paper which contained the powder. The officers 
never suspected it; the men learnt it from the low-caste natives 
employed in the arsenal. The consequences of the initial blunder, 
and still worse the subsequent denial of the facts, can easily be 
imagined. The outbreak of mutiny was due in part to sheer terror, 
m part to justifiable resentment against the fraud which, as the 
sepoys imagined, had been practised upon them by those m authority 

Personal influences were also working in the same direction 
India was full of men with a grievance against the British Govern¬ 
ment • dispossessed princes, disappointed “ hens,” greedy placemen 
deprived of comfortable jobs. Among these personal influences the 
most potent was that of the Nana Sdhib, the adopted heir of B&ji 
Rao the last of the Peshwfi,s. The Peshwa died in 1861, and Dalhousie 
refused to renew to his adopted heir the pension with which since 
1818 the Peshwfi. had been consoled Second only to the Nan& in 
malignant influence was Azimula Khan, a Muhammadan agent 
employed by the N4nd to promote his suit in Europe, 

Nevertheless, it is the opinion of Lord Roberts ^ that despite the 
accumulation of causes of discontent, personal and general, there 
would have been no mutiny had the warnings of Dalhousie received 
the attention they deserved ; had the British element in the Indian 
army been maintained in due proportion to the native; “ above aU 
had the British officers been younger, more alert to observe the signs 
of disaffection, and more prompt to deal with its manifestations.* 

Those manifestations became increasingly frequent m the early Outbreak 
months of 1857. On January 24th General Hearsey reported from Mutiny 
DumDumthe existence of an “ unpleasant feeling " which he as¬ 
cribed to rumours as to the preparation of the new cartridges. The 
19th Native Infantry was stationed at Berhampur, a mihtaiy station 
about 100 miles from Calcutta, the 84th was at Barrackpur. These 
regiments were honeycombed with disaffection, and so qmckly did 
the mutinous temper spread that it was thought desirable to disband 
the 19 th on March 30th, and the 34th on May 6th. 

' Cf Fotty-onc Years m India, yol i. c xxx, an admirable analysis of the 
causes of the mutiny 

” Lord Roberts gives the figures in 1867 os 30,000 British agoinst 257,000 
natives, exclusive of armed police and Lascars 

• “ Brigadiers of seventy, Colonels of sixty, and Captains of fifty It is 
eunous to note how nearly every military officer, who held a command or a high 
position on the staff in Bengal when the Mutiny broke out, disappeared from the 
scene in the first few weeks and was never heard of officially again ”—^Roherts, 
pp 460-457. 
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It was, however, at Meerut that the first serious outbreak oc- 
Gurred. Eighty-five troopers of the Srd Native Cavalry having been 
tried by a court-martial composed of native officers for refusing to 
touch their cartridges were sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment, 
were publicly degraded and marched off to gaol. On the following 
day, Sunday, May 10th, the whole regiment mutinied, broke open 
the gaol, released then comrades and 1,200 other prisoners, gutted 
and burnt the European bungalows, and massacred every Emopean 
man, woman, and child, on the outskirts of the cantonments. This 
done, the mutineers made olf to Delhi. General Hewitt—one of 
Lord Roberts’ “ Generals of Seventy ”—was in command at Meerut, 
and neither he nor Archdale Wilson, the Brigadier, made any effort 
to pursue the mutineers or to warn the garrison at Delhi. It is the 
opinion of Lord Roberts that “ there was unaccountable, if not cul¬ 
pable want of energy displayed by the Meerut authorities on this 
disastrous occasion ” : but that it would have been futile to pursue 
mutineers, even had their destination been ascertained, and that no 
action however prompt on the pait of the Meerut authorities could, 
at this stage, have arrested the mutiny.* But the Government of 
India took a serious view of the conduct of affairs at Meerut and 
General Hewitt was removed from his command. 

Delhi Meerut is forty miles to the north of Delhi On the morning of 
May 11th the mutineers reached unopposed the ancient capital of 
India. Their arrival was expected; the native regiments in Delhi 
joined them, the teeming inhabitants of the great city were on their 
side. They dragged forth from his retirement the old Mughal 
Emperor, and proclaimed the restoration of the Muhammadan 
dynasty to the imperial throne of India. Already a military revolt 
had developed into a political revolution. 

Delhi thus became the centre of the insurrection. The fate of 
British India depended on its speedy recapture. Towards this end 
all energies were bent. General Anson, the Commander-m-Chief, 
was at Simla when the bad news leached him on May 12th. He 
collected what forces he could at Umballa, hut found them insufficient 
for the task of retaldng Delhi, and unequipped either with means of 
transport or with siege guns. He proposed, therefore, to wait until 
he could march with fair prospect of success. But time was of the 
essence of the situation. Lord Canning urged the General to im¬ 
mediate action. Sir John Lawrence wrote from the Punjab m the 
same sense. He admitted that on military principles the General’s 
plea for delay was unanswerable. But political considerations should 
be paramount. “ Pray only reflect,” he wrote, “ on the whole 
history of India. Where have we failed when we acted vigorously ? 
Where have we succeeded when guided by timid counsels ? ” Anson 
yielded, arranged that two brigades should march from Umballa, 
*Vol. 1 pp, 87-01. 
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and, having united with one from Meerut, should try to carry out 
their orders and “ make short work with Delhi Anson himself 
started on May 24th, but succumbed to cholera at Kurnal on the 
27th, and the command of the field force then devolved upon Sir 
Henry Barnard. 

Meanwhile, in the Punjab, Sir John Lawrence was straining every The 
nerve for the fulfilment of a two-fold task: to secure the Punjab^"J***’ 
itself, and to provide a force to assist in the recapture of Delhi. 
Lawrence himself was a tower of strength, and was splendidly served 
by his lieutenants Herbert Edwardes, John Nicholson, and Robert 
Montgomery. There was no panic, but at the same time no misplaced 
reliance upon the loyalty of native troops. Those troops were not 
less mutinous m the Punjab than elsewhere. But prompt action 
rendered them impotent for mischief. The great arsenal at Firozpui 
was secured, and many of the native regiments were disarmed at 
Mian Mu, Mfiltan, and Peshfiwar. These measuies—exhibiting a 
combination of calm courage and stern repression—deeply impressed 
the Sikh population as well as those sepoys who were permitted to 
retain then arms. Thus Lawrence and his lieutenants saved the 
Punjab, and in saving the Punjab succoured India On June 22nd 
Nicholson was despatched m command of a strong force to Delhi, 
and on August 14th he arrived before the town. 

By that time the siege, if siege it may be called, had already beenT]ieSie|e 
in progress for two months. Barnaid, succeeding to the command of Dslm 
on May 26th, was joined on June 7th by a brigade from Meerut, and 
with tins, and 500 Gurkhas and a siege train, he marched on Delhi 
His total force was now about 3,800 strong. On June 8th he met 
the mutineers 8,000 strong, six miles outside the town, drove them 
within the walls, and himself took up his position on the famous 
ridge to the north of the city. By the end of June the rebel army 
had swollen to 30,000 ; the British force, therefore, had its work cut 
out even to defend the ridge. Baiuard succumbed to cholera on 
July 5th, and on the 17th General Reed, who had succeeded to the 
command, was compelled through illness to give way in turn to 
Archdale Wilson. By the end of August the little force on the ridge 
had been increased to 8,000 men fit for service, besides 8,000 men in 
hospital. No reinforcements could be looked for from the south, and 
Lawrence told Wilson that he had sent the last man he could spare 
from the Punjab It was decided, therefore, to deliver an assault 
without delay. The breaching batteries opened fire on September 
11th, and in the early dawn of September 14th the assault was 
delivered. The Kashmir gate was blown in and two other breaches 
were effected. Immediately the ramparts were stormed and taken, 

* Loid Roberts vindicates Anson from the charge of vacallation and lack of 
piomptitude “ The advice to march upon Delhi was sound, but had it been 
rashly followed disaster would have been the inevitable result.”— Op. mi. i. 105. 



288 THE INDIAN MUTINY pssa- 

but for six days the British troops had to fight every inch of ground 
within the city. Nicholson, who had led the assault with splendid 
gallantry, was mortally wounded, but still the troops fought on. 
The magazine was taken after two days’ hard fighting on the 16th 
and the imperial palace on the 21st. The old MughM Emperor who 
thus fell into our hands was ultimately sent ns a State prisoner to 
Rangoon whei'e he died in 1862 His three sons, who had sur¬ 
rendered themselves, were shot down without a trial or any forms of 
arraignment by Ilodson, the intrepid leader of the irregular horse. 
At last Delhi was ours ^ 

Cawnpnr With the recapture of Delhi—“ the scene of the essentially vital 
struggle ” ®—the curtain falls upon the first act of the drama of the 
Mutiny. But there were two other theatres of revolt where the 
tragedies enacted were even more grim Grimmest was that at 
Cawnpiir Cawnpiir is on the great trunk road between Delhi and 
Calcutta, 270 miles from the former and 681 from the latter. It 
contained a great native garrison, commanded in 1857 by Sir Hugh 
Wheeler, an aged officer. Early in May, Wheeler, anticipating 
mutiny, hastily fortified some buildings, and the British residents 
took refuge within the rough entrenchments. Near to Cawnpiir is 
Bithur where the Nfinfi SMiib hved in state. The native troops 
mutinied on June 6th, fled from Cawnptir to Bithur, and the Nand, 
putting himself at their head, was proclaimed Peshwa of the Mirdthas. 
The troops demanded to be led to Delhi, but the Ndnd persuaded 
them first to exterminate the vermin in Cawnpiir. Within the 
entrenchments were 870 non-combatants, and to defend them 
Wheeler had only 240 European soldiers and six guns Without 
were 4,000 rebels led by the treacherous Ndnd Unspeakable were 
the sufferings of the little garrison, huddled together under the 
burning June sun: with scant provisions, little water, and con¬ 
stantly exposed to the enemy’s fire. For three weeks they held the 
enemy at bay, but on June 24th they surrendered on the sworn 
promise of the Nana that he would guarantee them safe escort by 
the Ganges to Allahdbad. On the 27th they marched out, a miser¬ 
able company of 450, fever-striken, wounded, and starving. Just 
as ithey were embarking the full measure of the Nana’s treachery 
was revealed. A murderous fire was opened upon them ; the men 
were shot down or hacked to pieces before the eyes of their wives 
and children; four only, the survivors of the single boat-load which 
actually got afloat, managed to escape, the women and children, 
some 150 m number, were dragged back and thrust into captivity in 
Cawnpur. General Havelock, hastily collecting a force of 1,000 men 
at Benares, advanced and defeated the rebels at Fathpiir on July 

' The story of the assault is graphically told by Lord Hoherts, ap ciU, u 
c icvii -xtx 

“ McLeod lanes, Liioktum and Oude in the Mniiny, p. 25. 
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12th, and three days later inflicted upon them a second crushing 
defeat at Aoung. On that same day the Nani had every -woman and 
child at Cawnpiir butchered in cold blood, and flung dead or dying 
into a -well. With a force of 6,000 men the Nini then tried to stop 
the advance of Havelock. Once more, but too late to save the 
■wretched captives, Havelock routed the Nani, and on July 17th the 
English were again masters of Cawnpflr. Havelock blew up the 
palace and magazines at Bithiir, and leaving Neill to occupy Cawnpir, 
he started on July 25th for the relief of Lucknow. 

Next to Delhi, Lucknow was the most important centre of theLuclcnow 
Mutiny. It was indeed natural that the capital of Oudh should be 
the focus of unrest In March, Sir Henry Lawrence had been ap¬ 
pointed Resident. He cleaily foresaw the coming storm, and did 
all he could to put Lucknow in a condition of defence, but the task 
was not easy. He had 700 British soldiers under his command, and 
10,000 native troops. On May 30th the storm burst; five of the 
native regiments broke out, set fire to the cantonments, and mur¬ 
dered their officers, under circumstances of exceptional ti'eaehery. 

The outbreak at Lucknow gave the signal for revolt to every station 
throughout the old kingdom of Oudh. By the middle of June every 
regiment in the province was in a state of mutiny. As soon as 
Cawnpiir surrendered, the mutineers moved on Lucknow. On 
June 80th, Lawrence with a little force marched out to meet more 
than 6,000 rebels at Chinhut, a few miles outside the city. His 
native gunners cut the traces of their horses, threw the guns into a 
ditch, and Lawrence was compelled to retreat with hea-vy loss. He 
could no longer hold the city, and on July 1st he withdrew his little 
garrison into the Residency. Within the Residency were now con¬ 
fined 927 Englishmen, soldiers and cmhans, 765 native troops, and 
130 women and children. On July 2nd the Residency was invested, 
and two days later the garrison suffered an irreparable loss—Lawrence 
being killed by a bursting shell. The command devolved on Brigadier 
Inghs, and for eighty-seven days he sustained the siege with un¬ 
flinching courage and marvellous resource. Again and again the 
rebels assaulted the Residency; again and again the assaults were 
repelled All through the burning summer the sufferings of the be¬ 
sieged were intense: cholera, smallpox, and fever wrought deadly 
havoc upon a garrison confined within a narrow space and weakened 
by lack of food and ceaseless toil. Again and again the garrison Havelock 
learned that relief was at hand, only to be disappointed; but at last 
on September 24th the news reached them that Havelock had arrived 
Ever since the recapture of Cawnpiir, Havelock had been trying, 
with a force miserably inadequate, to cut his way through the rebels 
at Lucknow. So far, however, he had failed. Immediately on 
arriving in India, Sir Cohn Campbell, the new Commander-in-Chief, 
promised him reinforcements, but at the same time announced, to 
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Havelock’s bitter chagrin, that the command would be given to Sir 
James Outram On September 15th Outram joined Havelock at 
Cawnpiir, but with a chivalry rare even in the annals of the most 
chivalrous service in the world, he refused to supersede his comrade 
until the work for which he had so long and so splendidly laboured, 
should have been accomphshed. “The Major-General (Outram) in 
gratitude for, and admiration of the brilliant deeds in arms achieved by 
General Havelock and his gallant troops, will cheerfully waive his rank 
on the occasion, and will accompany the force to Lucknow in his 
civil capacity as Chief Commissioner of Oudh, tendering his military 
services to Genera] Havelock as a volunteer.” So ran the general 
order of September 16 Lh. Three days later Havelock recommenced 
his march at the head of 3,000 men. Barely sufficient, but splendidly 
handled, they won their way through, and after two days’ continuous 
fighting on the outskirts of the city, Havelock joined hands with 
Inglis on September 25th. But the relief had cost him 700 men, 
including General Neill; he was not strong enough to bnng out the 
garrison with safety, and in his turn, therefore, Havelock found 
himself besieged in the Residency. 

The re- When Sir Colin Campbell reached India in August to take over 

ot iS* supreme command the prospects for his countrymen looked black 
indeed. Delhi was un taken, Lucknow unrelieved; Cawnpiir 
doubtfully held by Havelock. For two months Campbell was busily 
employed in collecting men and transports and sending them to the 
front; he left Calcutta himself on October 27th, and reached Cawnpiir 
on November 3rd On the 9th he set out for the relief of Lucknow 
He attacked the city with 5,000 men on the 14th, and after a series 
of difficult but brilhant actions, he joined hands with Outram and 
Havelock on the 17th. By the 22nd Campbell had withdrawn the 
garrison m safety, but the lustre of a great military achievement was 
dimmed by the death in the Palace of the Alambagh of the gallant 
Havelock (Nov. 24th). Leaving Outram to hold that stiongly fortified 
post, Campbell then hurried back to Cawnpiir. He was only just m 
time to avert disaster. During his absence a large body of mutineers 
from the Marathd State of Gwalior had joined hands with the forces 
led by two of the most formidable opponents we had ever to encounter 
in the Mutiny war. The one was Tantia Topi, the brilliant lieutenant 
of Nana Sfihib, the other was the Rani of Jhansi, the Joan of Arc of 
the Hindu mutineers. The rebels attacked Cawnpiir in force, and 
General Windham, whom Sir Colin had left in command was driven 
hack into his entrenchments. Urgent messages were despatched to 
the Commander-in-Chief. Impeded though he was by the sick and 
wounded rescued from Lucknow, the latter marched with all possible 
speed. On December 5th he sent off the convoy to Allahabad, and 
on the 6th he attacked the rebels in Cawnpiir, and smote them hip 
and thigh. Cawnpur was saved, and the mutineers, flying before the 
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vigorous pursuit of Sir Hope Grant, were dispersed far and 
wide. 

Over Cawnpilr, as over Delhi, the British flag once more waved, 
never again to be lowered. But Lucknow was still untaken. The 
Governor-General urged the importance of retaking Lucknow with 
all possible speed, and thus dealing an effective blow at the growing 
disaffection in Oudh. Sir Cohn retorted that the remnant of the 
cold season was insufficient for so great a task, and proposed instead 
an expedition for the reduction of Rohilkhand. On military grounds 
there was much to be said in favour of Sir Cohn’s view; Lord 
Canning, however, was unquestionably right in insisting that political 
considerations pointed to the paramount necessity of reasserting 
British authority in Oudh. The Commander-in-Chief loyally gave 
way, and during the next three months the mutineers were gradually 
driven in upon Lucknow. Jang Bahddur, the loyal Prime Minister 
of Nepal, advanced from the north at the head of 9,000 Ghurkas , 
General Franks drove in the rebels from the east, while Sir Cohn 
himself, at the head of the finest British army which had ever been 
seen m India, swept up the whole country to the south and west of 
the city. Rejoining Outram at the Alambagh, he fought a senes of 
severe engagements, and at last, on March 21st, 1858, Lucknow 
finally surrendered. 

The recapture of Lucknow dealt a death-blow to any hope of 
victory which might still be entertained by the mutineers, and it 
ought to have ended the war That it failed to do so was due 
primarily to the apathy which allowed a huge body of mutineers to 
escape, with their trusted leaders, from Lucknow, and secondly, to 
the unfortunate effect produced upon the t41ukd4rs, or chief land- 
owners of Oudh, by the issue of Lord Canning’s proclamation. The 
terms of this famous proclamation aroused acute controversy both 
m India and at home.^ Issued on the morrow of the recapture of 
Lucknow, it declared that all the chiefs, with six exceptions, having 
been guilty of rebellion against the Queen had forfeited all their 
proprietary rights ; that if they made instant submission them lives 
and honour should be safe, provided that their hands “ were not 
stained with Enghsh blood murderously shed,” but that for any 
further privilege “ they must throw themselves upon the justice and 
mercy of the British Government ”. Intended by Canmng as a 
conditional offer of clemency it was interpreted m Oudh as a decree 
of confiscation Sir James Outram and John Lawrence, to say 
nothing of Lord Ellenborough, now President of the Board of Control, 
regarded the proclamation as a grave error. Lawrence would have 
offered an amnesty to all who had not been guilty of murder “ No 
mutineer,” he wrote, “ ever surrenders ; for directly he is caught, he 
is shot or hanged.” 


1 C/ inpa, p 250 
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The trutli of his words was proved to the hilt during the next few 
months. Eohilkhand was reduced to submission by the end of May, 
but not until January, 1859, was the last of the organized force of the 
rebels finally dispersed. In Oudh, and in Oudh alone, did the 
Mutiny assume something of the character of a national insurrection, 
and there can be no question that this was due m large measure to 
the unfortunate terms of Lord Canning’s proclamation. The chiefs 
beheved, erroneously but not unnaturally, that they had little to 
gain by submission and everything to fear. Consequently they 
waged for months a guerilla war which caused infinite embarrassment 
to the British forces and their commanders, and yielded them little 
credit. 

Reduc- While Sir Colin Campbell was busy m Rohilkhand, Eehar, and 
toncf Oudh, Sir Hugh Rose (afterwards Lord Strathnairn) was gradually 
Central reducing the Central Provinces to obedience. That the trouble was 
Provinces virtually confined to these Provinces and did not extend to the 
Bombay Presidency was due m the main to the firm and prudent 
statesmanship of the Governor, Lord Elphinstone, and of George 
Berkeley Seton-Karr, the pohtioal officer in charge of the Southern 
Mar4th4 country. The Central Provinces, the fruit of Dalhousie’s 
doctrine of “ Lapse,” were less amenable to control, and their temper 
gave cause for much anxiety to the Government. On December 16th, 
1857, Sir Hugh Rose arrived at Indore to take up his command, and 
during the next sixmonths he graduallyreduced the Central Provinces. 
Jhinsi was the centre of insurrection; its leaders were Tantia Topi 
and the Rani of Jhfi,nsi. Outside Jhinsi Sir Hugh won a bnlhant 
victory over Tantia Topi at Betwfi- (April 1st, 1858), two days later 
he captured JhAnsi itself, the stronghold of the Rani, and on May 
22nd the great fortress of Ealpi The intrepid Rani then got pos¬ 
session of Gwalior and induced its inhabitants to proclaim the Nana 
S4hib as Peshwa. On June 17th, however, the Ranf was killed at 
the head of her troops, and on the 19th Gwalior was taken by Sir 
Hugh Rose. But as m Oudh so also in the Cential Provinces the 
capture of the fortresses was followed by a prolonged period of 
guerilla warfare. For mne months Tantia Topi successfully eluded 
the British pursuit, doubling backwards and forwards with baffling 
rapidity, until at length in April, 1859, he was betrayed to his pur¬ 
suers, and after due trial was executed (April 18th, 1859). With 
Tantia Topi’s capture and death the long-drawn tragedy ends. 

End of Before the sword was actually sheathed, a change of momentous 
Co^any announced to the peoples of India It was gener- 

Bntish ^-lly recognized that the rule of the Company could not survive the 

India Mutiny. Pitt’s dual system established as a makeshift in 1784 had 

ferod to unexpectedly well for nearly three-quarters of a century, but 

the the theory was lUogical and the machinery was cumbrous. The 

Crown time had clearly come when the Crown must assume direct and 
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formal responsibility for the government of the great Empire which 
had been graduall.y built up by the representatives of a commercial 
Company. Accordingly, a Bill, framed on a series of resolutions 
adopted by the House of Commons, was passed by both Houses and 
received the Royal assent on August 2nd, 1858. Under this Act the 
powers and territories of the East India Company were transferred 
to the Queen, and the actual administration of India was committed 
to a Secretary of State, assisted by the Council of India. This 
Council (to be carefully distinguished from that of the Vieeioy) is no 
phantom board. It has consisted from the first of fifteen members, 
appointed by the Secretary of State. Nine of them must have 
recently served and resided for ten years m India, and all are paid. 

The Board meets weeldy, and controls, m a large measure, the action 
of the Secretary of State 

The transference of authority effected by this Act was formally The 
announced to the peoples of India on November 1st, 1858. The^“®“’® 
terms of the proclamation were carefully revised by the Queen, who, 
from first to last, had taken the closest and keenest interest m the 
progress of events in India. With the original draft of Lord Stanley, 
who as President of the Board of Control became the first Secretary 
of State, she was far from satisfied. She wrote, therefore, to Lord 
Derby aslung him to “ write it himself in his excellent language, 
bearing in mind that it is a female Sovereign who speaks to more 
than one hundred million of Eastern people on assuming the direct 
government over them after a bloody civil wmr, giving them pledges 
which her future reign is to redeem, and explaining the principles 
of her government. Such a document should breathe feelings of 
generosity, benevolence, and religious feehng, pointing out the 
piivileges which the Indians will receive m being placed on an 
equality with the subjects of the British Crown, and the prosperity 
following in the train of civilization 

The Queen’s wishes were respected, and with admirable results. 

More particularly were her personal views revealed in the passage 
with reference to religion : “ Eirmly relying,” said her Majesty, “ on 
the truth of Christianity, and acknowledging with gratitude the 
solace of religion, we disclaim ahke the right and the desire to impose 
oui convictions on any of our subjects. It is our Royal will and 
pleasure that no one shall in any wise suffer for his opinions, or be 
disquieted by reason of his rehgious faith or observance. We will 
show to all alike the equal and impartial protection of the law, and 
we do strictly charge and enjoin those who may be m authority 
under us that they abstain from all interference with the rehgious 
belief or worship of any of our subjects under pain of our highest 

1 Of the fifteen raembera aeven w ere in the Brat instance appointed by the 
Director of the Company 

“QF-L m 379 
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displeasure. It is our further will that, so far as may be, our subjects, 
of whatever class or creed, be fully and freely admitted to any offices 
the duties of which they may be qualified by their education, abilities, 
and integrity duly to discharge ” Finally, the Queen declared that 
the aim of her government should be the benefit of all her subjects 
resident in India. “ In their prosperity will be our strength, in their 
contentment our security, and m their gratitude our best reward.” 

The proclamation produced the happiest effect in India, and the 
Queen’s pleasure is reflected in a letter to the Viceroy (Dec. 2nd, 
1858). “ It is,” she writes, “ a source of great satisfaction and pride 
to her to feel herself in direct communication with that enormous 
Empire which is so bright a jewel of her Crown, and which she would 
wish to see happy, contented, and peaceful. May the publication of 
her proclamation be the beginning of a new era, and may it draw a 
veil over the sad and bloody past.” i 

The Queen’s hope was leahzed ; the proclamation did inaugurate 
a new era—the direct government of India by the British Crown. 
This fact was further emphasized by the State Tour of the Prince 
of Wales (Oct 1875—April 1876), and still more by the Queen’s 
assumption of the new title of Empress of India The latter step was 
severely criticized at the time, but it is now generally recognized to 
have been both opportune and appropriate. It gave great satisfaction 
to the ageing Monarch, and it served to cement the bond between the 
Queen-Empress and the Princes and peoples of the Indian Empire. 
To describe it as a piece of political charlatanry is merely to betray 
that lack of imaginative sympathy which cost us so dear at the 
time of the Mutiny. Almost every other gift, both of chaiacter and 
intellect, had been bestowed in full measure upon Lord Dalhousie ; 
had this been added, the Mutiny might never have occurred. Had 
the obverse gifts been lacking to his lieutenants and his successor the 
Mutiny might well have been moie serious than it was. For, tragic as 
were many of its incidents, and critical as were many of its moments, 
the Mutiny was suppressed with relative ease. That this was so was 
due to many contributory causes ; primarily to the unruffled coolness 
and intrepid courage of Lord Canning himself; to his promptitude 
m diverting to India the British reinforcements on their way to 
China, and his lefusal to give way to panic , to the skill with which 
Lord Elphinstone restrained the restlessness of Bombay; to the 
combination of sternness and conciliation displayed by Lawrence and 
his colleagues in the Punjab ; to the loyalty of the ruling Princes, 
not one of whom espoused the cause of the mutineers, and to that of 
several powerful Ministers such as Jang Bahadur of Nepfil and Sdlar 
Jang of HaidaiAbad ; to the splendid services rendered at more than 
one important juncture by Captain Peel and his Naval Brigade, and 
not least to the heroic fortitude of thousands of individual English- 

^Q,V L lu. 880. 
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men, known and unknown to fame. There were other factors in the 
suppression of the Mutiny, to which allusion has abeady incidentally 
been made. Of these, perhaps the most important was the lack of 
national unity in India. Thanks to this, the sepoy mutiny never 
developed, except in Oudh and in a less degree in the Central Pro¬ 
vinces, into a national insurrection. Had it done so it could hardly 
have been quelled by the efforts, however splendid and heroic, of a 
handful of Englishmen, planted m the midst of a teeming population, 
alien to themselves m tradition, in race, and in creed. 

The most momentous result of the Mutiny was to bring that 
teeming population, for the first time, into direct dependence upon 
the British Crown. 
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CHAPTER XVI 

DOMESTIC ADMINISTRATION. ENGLAND AND ITALY 
(1856-1860) 

F or half a decade—^from the reopening of the Eastern question 
(1852) to the suppression of the Mutiny (1858)—^the mind of 
the nation was concentrated upon affairs external to Great Britain. 
The Near East, the Middle East, and the Ear East in turn demanded 
all but exclusive attention. It was not long before foreign policy 
was again the dominant interest. For a brief interlude, however, we 
must plunge into the vicissitudes of parties and recall the details of 
domestic administration 

While Englishmen were still racked by anxiety as to the fate of 
their countrymen m India, they were called upon to face a financial 
crisis at home, which was sufficiently severe and might have been 
disastrous. It was due to causes which during the last century have 
periodically recurred and are now well asceitained. A period of 
overtrading and speculation is invariably followed by a cessation of 
demand, a consequent contraction of credit, and the failure of Banks 
and commercial Houses. The crisis of 1857 in Great Britam was 
due primarily to railway speculations in the United States. The 
effects made themselves felt on this side early in October. The 
Bank of England, in order to protect its gold reserve, put up the 
rate of discount to 8 per cent and later on to 10. Private firms 
refused to discount bills at all. Banks of high standing closed their 
doors : the Bank of Liverpool, the Western Bank of Scotland, and 
the City of Glasgow Bank being among the victims. On the evening 
of November 11th the Government learnt that the reserve at the 
Bank of England had fallen to £1,400,000; that it had less than 
£8,000,000 m bullion, and that its liabilities exceeded £18,000,000. 
On the 12th, therefore. Lord Palmerston and the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer authorized the suspension of the Bank Charter Act, and 
gave the Directors permission to issue notes to an amount not ex¬ 
ceeding £2,000,000 in excess of their legal maximum. This saved 
the situation. On December 3rd Parliament met for the purpose of 
passing an Act of Indemnity. Lord Palmerston’s summary of the 
debate is characteristic : “ George Lewis and J. Russell made good 
speeches. The others, not having a clear idea, conveyed none.” No 
serious opposition was offered to the Bill of Indemnity. The Govern¬ 
ment had done the right thmg and had done it promptly. They 
could not, of course, avert a considerable amount of commercial 
distress ; but they successfully allayed the incipient financial panic. 
As in 1847 the opponents of Bank restriction used the opportunity to 
point the moral of their argument, but they once more failed to 
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convince the nation. The necessity for occasional suspension in 
times of panic is no proof of the futility of the restriction under 
normal conditions. From the standpoint of economic theory J. S. 
Mill’s plea ^ against the Bank Charter Act is unquestionably powerful ; 
but it cannot stand against the advocacy of such practical experts as 
Lord Overstone and Sir Robert Peel. 

All serious danger was at an end whenj on February 4th, Parlia- The 
ment reassembled for the regular session of 1858 Its fust business 
was to vote an address of congratulation to the Queen on the marriage 
of the Princess Royal to Prince Frederick William of Prussia. The 
marriage, which had taken place at the Chapel Royal, St James’, on 
January 25th, was cordially approved by the nation, though the 
European position of an heir to the Prussian throne was not, in 1858, 
what it IS to-day. The affection manifested towards one who was 
looked upon as “ England's daughter ” (in Cobden’s happy phrase) 
gave unfeigned pleasure to the Queen.® A little later Parliament 
voted its thanks to the statesmen and soldiers who had saved the 
situation in India The Conservatives showed some disposition to 
resent the inclusion of Lord Cannmg’s name, but fortunately for the 
reputation of the Party the point was not pressed. To Palmerston’s 
India Bill consideiable opposition was olfered, but the fiist reading 
was earned by a majority unexpectedly large (145) The position of 
the Government seemed unassailable, and it was generally believed 
that Lord Palmerston was installed in the Premiership for hfe. Sir 
Richard Bethell, the Attorney-General, remarked to the Premier, as 
they left the House together after the division on the India Bill, that 
he ought, like the Roman Consuls in a triumph, to have somebody 
to remind him that, as a Minister, he was mortal ® Within a week 
Lord Palmerston was beaten on what was virtually a vote of no- 
confidence, and a few days later he resigned. Such is the irony of 
English politics The circumstances which led to the sudden over¬ 
throw of a powerful Minister require explanation. 

Felice Orsini was one of the many Italian exiles who found a 
temporary home m England. His lectures on Italian independence 
were received with enthusiasm by Enghsh audiences, and he imbibed 
the crazy notion that, but for the Emperor of the French, the English 
Government would be disposed to give active assistance to the 
Italian cause. He determined, therefore, to remove the obstacle. 

On January 14th bombs were thrown at the Emperor’s carnage as 
he was driving with the Empress to the Opera. The Emperor and 
Empress were unhurt, but so severe was the explosion that 10 people 
were killed and 156 were wounded. The news of the crime was 
received with horror and indignation in France, and indeed through¬ 
out Europe. Orsini himself and one accompHce were executed , two 

^ Principles of Political Economy, p 307 seg. Pide QVE. lu. 884 

* Ashley, Life, n 142 
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others were sent to penal servitude for life. But it was against 
England that the anger of the French people blazed out most fiercely. 
Orsini's conspiracy was hatched in England ; here the bombs were 
manufactured Napoleon III and his Empress had paid a friendly 
visit to the English Court in the previous autumn, but Lord 
Palmerston’s speech at the Lord Mayor’s Banquet (Nov. 9th, 1857) 
had been gratuitously provocative in tone, and he noted with curious 
satisfaction that he had aroused French susceptibilities. The Orsini 
conspiracy opened the flood-gates of invective against England. 
The army demanded to be led against the den of assassms, they 
urged that “ the infamous haunt in which machinations so infernal 
are planned should be destroyed for ever Unfortunately these 
foolish vapourmgs, and many like them, were published in the 
official Moniteur. Count Walewsla, on behalf of the French Govern¬ 
ment, expressed official regret, and pleaded inadvertence, but in a 
despatch (Jan. 30th) he affirmed the unquestionable fact that the 
Orsini conspiracy was the third which had been hatched m England 
against the person of the French Emperor, and propounded certain 
questions winch could hardly, under the circumstances, be deemed 
impertinent; " Ought the right of asylum to piotect such a state 
of things ? Is hospitality due to assassins ? Ought English legisla¬ 
tion to contribute to favour their designs and their plans, and can it 
continue to shelter persons who by their flagrant acts place them¬ 
selves beyond the pale of common right and under the ban of 
humanity ? ” He pointedly refrained from indicating the steps 
which the English Government ought to lake, but he expressed the 
opinion that France had a right to expect “ from an ally ” that the 
guarantees against a repetition of such outrages should be effectual 
To this despatch no official reply was made, though Lord Cowley 
was instructed to communicate the sentiments of the English Cabinet 
to the French Government 

Con- A more effective response was not long deferred. On February 

to^Murdcr Lord Palmerston moved for leave to introduce a Bill to amend 

Bill the law in regard to conspiiacy to murder Hitherto it had been 
treated in England merely as a misdemeanour, m Ireland as a capital 
crime. He proposed to umfy the law throughout the United 
Kingdom and to make conspiracy to murder a felony punishable 
with penal servitude. Mr. Kmglake moved as an amendment that 
it was inexpedient “to legislate in compliance with the demand 
made m Count Walewski’s despatch of January 20th, until further 
information be obtained,” but the amendment was withdrawn and 
leave to introduce the Bill was given by 299 votes against 99. 

On February 19th the second readmg was moved by the Prime 
Minister, but it was immediately apparent that in the interval 
opinion had developed against the Bill, or rather against the action 
or inaction of the Government In particular, they were severely 
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criticized for not having replied, in formal manner, to Count 
Walewski’s despatch of January 20th Mi. Milner Gibson moved as 
an amendment “ that this House hears ■with much coneern that it is 
alleged that the recent attempt upon the life of the Emperor of the 
French has been devised in England, and expresses its detestation 
of such guilty enterprises ; and that while this House is ready at all 
times to assist in remedying any defects in the criminal law which, 
aftei due investigation, are proved to exist, yet it cannot but regi'et 
that Her Majesty’s Government, previously to inviting the House 
to amend the law of conspiracy at the present time, have not felt it 
to be their duty to reply to the important despatch received from 
the French Government dated Pans, January 20th, 1858, which has 
been laid before Parliament Mr, Gladstone and Mr. Disraeli both 
supported the amendment, and through a combination of Radicals, 
Peclites,^ and Tories the Government was beaten by 284 votes to 215. 

Lord Palmerston at once resigned, and the Queen entrusted the The aec- 
formation of a Ministry to Lord Derby His first step was to invite 
Gladstone’s co-operation, but the latter, after consultation withyonof 
Graham, Sidney Herbert, and Lord Aberdeen, declined. Lord Grey Lord 
also refused to join Iiim.“ Once more, therefore, Derby was 
pelled to form a purely Conservative Cabinet and to take office m a isss- 
minority He did not relish the task, and it proved to be not less Jane 
difficult of fulfilment than he anticipated. Eventually he was joined Jggg 
by eight of his late colleagues, * his son, Loid Stanley, came into 
the Cabinet as Colonial Secretary, General Jonathan Peel as War 
Secretary, Sir Frederick Thesiger (raised to the Peerage as Lord 
Chelmsford) became Lord Chancellor m place of Lord St. Leonards, 
and Lord Ellenborough went to the Board of Control ‘ 

On March 12th Disraeli, who again led the House of Commons, 
was able to announce that the “ painful misconceptions,” which had 
for a time subsisted between the French and English Governments, 
had “ entirely terminated in a spirit fiiendly and honourable, and m 
a manner which will be as satisfactory to the feelings, as it ■will be 
conducive to the interests and the happiness of both nations 
Lord Malmesbm-y’s answer to the famous despatch of Januaiy 20th, 
and Count Walewslu’s reply were alike admirable m tone, and the 
incident was thus happily closed. But it left behind it an uneasy 
feeling in both countries. This feeling found expression in England 

1 The opposition to the Bill was attnbuted by Palmerston to the concerted 
action of Loid John Russell and Sir James Graham , cf Q V L m 838 Graham 
believed Palmerston “to bo by fai the worst Mimstcr the country has had in our 
time ” (Paiker, ii 888), but Palmerston seems to have exaggerated the extent of 
his inteifcreiice though not of Ins influence 

* Money, i S78 , cf a lemaikable letter from Bright to Gladstone 

® Lords Malmesbury, Salisbury, Hardwicke and John Manners, Disraeh, 
Walpole, Palangton, and Henley 

* The other principal Ministers were Disrach (Chancelloi of the Exchequer), 

Lord Malmesbury (Foreign Secretary), Spencer Walpole (Home Secretary), and 
Sir J Pakiiigtou (Admiralty). 
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in the formation of a Volunteer Rifle Corps and of a Reserve Volunteer 
Force of seamen (1859),^ and a year later in a special vote of £2,000,000 
for the fortification of dockyards. 

The fall of Lord Palmerston interrupted his schemes for the 
better Government of India, but the matter once mooted could not 
be allowed to rest and the incoming Ministry proposed a measure 
known as “ India Bill No 2 Framed on the same general principle 
as that of Lord Palmerston, it contained a fantastic and pseudo- 
democratic device for the election of the India Council. All parties 
mistrusted it, but all agreed that the transference of India from the 
Company to the Crown must somehow he effected, and Lord John 
Russell, therefore, rescued the Government from a difficulty by 
suggesting that the House should proceed by way of resolution. 
Disraeli eagerly assented, and resolutions were brought forward on 
which the Bill, already described,® was framed. 

Before the Bill became law (Aug. 8rd), and while the debates on 
the resolutions were in progress, the whole question was hung up 
by the controversy which arose between Lord Ellenborough, now 
President of the Board of Control, and the Governor-General. Lord 
Canmng’s Oudh Proclamation® was a tempting opportumty for a 
man with Lord Ellenborough’s turn for pompous phrasing and 
melodiamatic effect. Lord Ellenborough was by no means alone m 
his disapprobation of the proclamation, and owing to an indiscretion 
on the part of Mr. Vernon Smith, his predecessor at the Board, it 
reached him without the explanatory letter addressed by Lord 
Canning to the late President. Thereupon Lord Ellenborough, 
without consulting his colleagues, and without taking the Queen’s 
pleasure, addressed to Lord Canning a severe and scathing rebuke 
However great Canning’s mistake might have been, the terms 
employed by Lord Ellenborough admitted of no excuse. To make 
matters worse he actually made public his despatch. The Govern¬ 
ment declared, through the mouth of Disraeli, that they ‘ ‘ disapproved 
of the policy of the proclamation in every sense ”. Many other 
people did the same But Lord Ellenborough’s treatment of a public 
servant placed in such a situation as that of Lord Canning was 
regarded by every fair-minded man as intolerable. To rate the 
Governor-General like a schoolboy was bad enough, to publish the 
lecture to the world was worse still. To save his colleagues from 
inevitable defeat, Lord Ellenborough resigned (May 18th). Lord 
Derby made great efforts to induce Mr Gladstone to accept the vacant 
post. These efforts were warmly seconded by Disraeli whose letter 
to his great rival remams a monument of ill-requited magnanimity.® 

’22 and 23 Viet cap. 40 “ C/ mpra, p 241. “ C/ mpra, p 240 

* “ None of U3 I believe ” (writes Lord Morley) “ were ever able to persuade 
Mr Gladstone to do justice to Disraeli’s novels In the comparative stiffness 
of Mr Gladstone’s reply on this occasion I seem to hear the same accents of 
guarded reprobation.”—ii/e, i. 689. 
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Gladstone again consulted his Peelite friends, but again d^chned 
Lord Derby’s overtures. The vacant post was filled by Lord Stanley, 
whose place at the Colonial Office was taken by Sir E. Bulwer Lytton. 

Lord Ellenborough, after a generous eulogium from his Chief, 
disappeared from public life. Of him it may truly be said that 
nothing became him like the leaving of it. Everything that was 
possible to atone for his conduct he did. As for Lord Canning he 
met the attack with his invariable calmness and courage. “ No 
taunts or sarcasms, come from what quarter they may, will turn me 
from the path which I believe to be that of my public duty, I 
beheve that a change in the head of the Government of India at this 
time, if it took place under circumstances winch indicated a repudia¬ 
tion, on the part of the Government in England, of the policy which 
has hitherto been pursued towards the rebels of Oudh, would seriously 
retard the pacification of the country . . Firm in these convictions, 
I will not, in a time of unexampled difficulty, danger, and toil, lay 
down of my own act the high trust which I have the honour to hold.” 
Thus Lord Canning wrote to his masters in Leadenhall Street He 
was sustained in his resolution by expressions of sympathy from many 
quarters. Lord Derby telegraphed an assurance of his personal 
confidence, Lord Malmesbury wrote as a private friend, but with 
the cordial assent of the Queen, urging him not to resign : “ neither 
Lord Derby,” he wrote, “ nor any of our paity wish it, and the whole 
country is ready to give you all the credit you merit for having so 
well encountered the extraordinary difficulties of your position ” , ^ 
the Directors passed a special vote of confidence ; the Queen lost no 
opportunity of expressing her disapproval of Ellenborough’s vanity 
and tactlessness,^ and her “ undimimshed and entire confidence in 
Lord Canning ” ® He was made an Earl and received the G C.B. iu 
1859 and the Garter in 1861, 

In Parliament the attack on the Government was a complete 
failure. In the Lords, Lord Shaftesbury’s motion was lost by a 
majority of 9 ; in the Commons Mr. Cardwell’s motion was with¬ 
drawn and the attack unexpectedly collapsed. The Leader of the 
House described the scene to the Queen with evident but decorous 
glee : * to the electors of Slough he was less lestramed. He com¬ 
pared the collapse of the opposition to an earthquake m Calabria or 
Peru. “ There was,” he said, “ a rumbling murmur, a groan, a 
shriek, a sound of distant thunder No one knew whether it came 
from the top or the bottom of the House. There was a rent, a fissure 
m the ground, and then a village disappeared, then a tall tower 
toppled down, and the whole of the opposition benches became one 
great dissolving view of anarchy.” ® 

1 Malmesbury, Memoirs, p 438 (ed 1885). * Cf e a QV L iii 857, 863 

= Q F L 111 890, 516, 678 * Q V.L m 808. 

• Speeches, ed. Kebbel, ii 487 seq 
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The new Government had survived, not without an element of 
luck, its first great peril, and for twelve months more, despite the 
heterogeneous majority opposed to it, went on its way rejoicing. 
Admis- Over and over again, during the last quarter of a century, had the 
Jews°to Commons attempted to induce the Loids to assent to the 

Pallia- adnussion of Jews to Parliament. At last, in 1858, their persistence 
ment jjaij its reward. Once again the Lower House passed a Bill, proposed 
to it by Lord John Russell, to alter the Oaths of Allegiance and 
Supremacy and to relieve Jews from the necessity of affirming “ on 
the true faith of a Christian” Once more the Loids refused to 
make the concession to the Jews. The Commons insisted and a 
deadlock seemed imminent, when Lord Lucan proposed that either 
House should be empowered to modify, by its owA resolution, the 
form of Oath to be taken by its members. This ingenious compromise 
was accepted and a Bill to give effect to it was passed, together with 
Russell’s Oaths Bill, by both Houses. In the Commons, a resolution 
was earned to enable Jews to omit the words objectionable to them 
and Baron Rothschild, who had been periodically elected to the City 
of London since 1847 was at last permitted to take his seat (July 
26th). The same session witnessed, also, the abolition of the prop¬ 
erty qualification of members. 

Parlla- This modest instalment of the Chartist programme must be 
refonn^ credited to Mr. Locke King, a persistent reformer who tried also to 
effect an extension of the county franchise. He failed, not for the 
first time, in his immediate purpose. But in the following session 
the Conservative party, under the inspiration of their brilliant leader 
in the House of Commons, taclded this thorny question. The year 
1869 opened with a renewed agitation for parhamentary reform led 
by Mr. Bright. Disraeli, anxious to prove that the Liberals had no 
monopoly m the subject, produced his Reform Bill on February 28tb 
Disraeli’s Xhe new Bill was based upon the principle of representing not 
merely property and population but interests. “ This House,” 
declared Disraeli, “ ought to represent all the interests of the country 
.. . after all, the suffrage and the seat. . . are only means to an end. 
They are means by which you may create a representative assembly 
that is a mirror of the mind, as well as of the material interests, of 
England. You want in this House every element that obtains the 
respect and engages the interest of the country ” The central 
feature of the Bill was an attempt to realize this conception. It 
contained a small dose of redistribution: fifteen relatively unim¬ 
portant boroughs were to lose one member apiece; eight towns 
were enfranchised; four additional members were given to the 
West Riding, two to South Lancashire and two to Middlesex ; there 
were to be increased facilities for polling, but the most interesting 
and most distinctive proposals were those conneeted with the fran¬ 
chise. The county franchise was to be assimilated to that of the 
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boroughs; the borough freeholders were to be deprived of their county 
vote, and a large number of new qualifications were created. A vote 
was to be given to University graduates, ministers of religion, lawyers, 
medical men, certain sehoolmasteis, and every one who had £60 m 
a savings bank, who had a naval, military, or cml pension of £20 a 
year, or who drew £10 a year from the Funds, Bank Stock or East 
India Stock. It was these “ fancy franchises,” as they were de¬ 
risively termed, which ultimately killed the Bill, but, meanwhile, 
opposition developed in many quarters Two members of the 
Cabinet, Mr. Walpole and Mr. Henley, refused to be responsible for 
its introduction and resigned office. That they reflected the mind 
of the Conservative party much more faithfully than its brilliant 
chief cannot be doubted In particular they disliked the disfran¬ 
chisement of the freeholders, an objection which they shared with 
Mr. Bright and Loid John Russell. The two latter also complained 
with Roebuck that nothing was done for tlie working classes. Never¬ 
theless, the reception accorded to the Bill was not unfriendly, and it 
was defeated on second reading only by a majority of 39 (830-291) 

The Government thereupon decided to appeal to the constituencies, 
and after some necessary business was despatched Parliament was 
prorogued (April 19th) with a view to immediate dissolution. The 
General Election which ensued turned less upon Reform than upon 
Foreign Affairs The Italian War had broken out, and the Con¬ 
servatives were suspected of some leanings towards the Austrian 
cause—perhaps with justice. At any rate their neutrality was less 
benevolent towards Italy than that of their opponents. They 
gamed twenty to thirty seats, but this was not sufficient to give 
them a majoiity,^ and on an amendment to the Address moved by 
I.ord Hartington ® they were defeated in a full House by 18 (828- 
810) 

Lord Derby immediately resigned, and the Queen, anxious to Lord 
avoid the invidious task of deciding between the claims of two^®*™®''' 
statesmen “so full of years and honours as Lord Palmerston andgegon^ 
Lord John Russell,” sent for Lord Granville The two veterans liadAdmims- 
previously agreed to co-operate with each other, whichever of 
two might be called upon to form a Ministry. That the Queen 
might select a third person had not entered into their calculations. 

Neither hked the solution, but Palmerston, always good-natured and 
complaisant, agreed to serve under Lord Granville, provided the 
latter could form a really strong Cabinet. Lord John, however, 
refused to occupy the third place in the Ministry,® and the negotia¬ 
tions, to the Queen’s regret, broke down. The Queen then sent for 
Lord Palmerston. Lord John would have liked his rival to go to 


* The estimated strength of parties was Liberals 848, Conservatives 306. 
” Afterwards 8th Duke of Devonshire 
’ Lord Palmerston was to have led the Commons 
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the House of Lords and leave him the lead of the Commons. Failing 
that, he now agreed to serve under him piovided he might have the 
Foreign Office. This demand, though not intrinsically unieasonahle, 
had the unfortunate result of excluding from the Cabinet the soundest 
and safest of living diplomatists—^Lord Clarendon. Lord John’s 
terras were accepted, and Palmerston was able to form a Government 
of unquestionable individual strength. Loid Granville, the Dulre of 
Argyll, Sir Charles Wood, and Mr. Gladstone returned to the posts 
they had previously held; Sir George Grey, temporarily displaced 
at the Home Office by Sir G C. Lewis, accepted the Chancellorship 
of the Duchy of Lancaster; Lord Campbell became Lord Chancellor, 
and the Duke of Somerset took the Admiralty. Cobden was pressed 
to take the Board of Trade, and on his refusal it was given to Milner 
Gibson. But of the new appomtments incomparably the most 
important was that of Lord John Russell to the Foreign Office. 
Foreign Rarely has the interest in foreign affairs been more absorbing than 
affairs during the Second Palmerston Ministry : the war of Italian Libera¬ 
tion ; the relations between England and Napokon HI.; a new war 
m China (18G0); the civil war m America, raising delicate diplomatic 
questions for Great Biitam, and resulting in one of the severest 
commercial ciises through which we ever passed ; finally, the fateful 
struggle for the Danish Duchies—upon these matters the attention 
of the country was for the next six years necessarily concen¬ 
trated. 

France, On January 1st, 1859, Napoleon III. startled the diplomatic 
an^Sni- ominous speech to the Austrian Ambassador in Pans, 

dinia “ I regret that the relations between our two countries are so un- 
Slt^an came ten days later from Turin. “The 

Libera- Situation,” said Victor Emmanuel m opening the Piedmontese 
tioD Parliament, “ is not free from peril, for, while we respect treaties 
we cannot be insensible to the cry of anguish which comes to us 
from many parts of Italy ” There was no mistaking the significance 
of either speech; nor auy doubt as to the source of their inspiration. 
CavouT, as we have seen, had gone away from the Congress of Paris 
a happy man. “ What can I do for Italy ? ” Napoleon had asked. 
Cavour told him, and the pact drafted at Pans was sealed at 
Plorabiferes (1858). Austria was to be expelled from the Peninsula; 
and Northern and Central Italy weie to be united under the House 
of Savoy. In return, France was to get Savoy and perhaps Nice 
also. Queen Victoria was much exercised by the prospect of war 
and did her utmost to maintain peace She personally addressed the 
Emperor of Austria ^ and sent Lord Cowley on a mediatorial mission 
to Vienna. But to no purpose. Fiance refused the proffered media¬ 
tion of England, and Austria accepted it only under the condition of 

' Martin’s Pnnee Consort, iv. 892, gives the material portions of the letter, 
cj also Q V.L m, 111-418 
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the disarmament of Sardinia.^ On April 23rd Austria demanded, 
hastily and precipitately,® that disarmament; Cavour gleefully ac¬ 
cepted the challenge, and the Austrian troops crossed the Ticino. 

The Emperor of the French promptly fulfilled his engagement. On 
May 13th Victor Emmanuel met at Genoa the “ magnanimous ally ” 
who had come, at the head of a magnificent army, to liberate Italy 
“ from the Alps to the Adriatic ”. A brief but brilliant ® campaign 
in North Italy was suddenly arrested, to the chagrin of Sardinia and 
the astonishment of Europe, by the armistice of Villa-Pranca. On 
July 8th Napoleon came to terms with the Emperor Francis Joseph. 

Italy was to be free not to the Adriatic, but only to the Minico, 
Austria was to retain Venetia and the Quadrilateral; Leopold of 
Tuscany and Francis of Modena were to be restored to their ducal 
thiones, but “ without recourse to force ”; Piedmont was to annex 
Lombardy, and Italy was to be federated under the Presidency of the 
Pope. Neither Napoleon’s reasons for proposing, nor those of 
Austria for accepting, the armistice concern the argument of this 
chapter, * both were largely influenced by the mobihzation of 
Prussia. “ The gist of the tWng is,” wrote Moltke, “ that Austria 
would rather give up Lombardy than see Prussia at the head of 
Germany ”. There can be no doubt that Napoleon preferred to 
leave his Italian mission half accomplished rather than see a Prussian 
army on the Rhine. As a matter of fact he had done more for Italy 
than he knew, perhaps more even than he meant. In 1860 Tuscany, 

Parma, Modena, and the northern half of the Papal States were 
united by plebiscite to Sardinia, and on April 2nd, 1860, a Parhament, 
representing 11,000,000 Italian people, met for the first time at 
Turin. 

This result was achieved partly by the pluck and pertinacity of England 
Victor Emmanuel, still moie by the singularly adroit diplomacy 
Cavour, but not least by the cordial sympathy and goodwill of the 
Liberal Ministry in England. That Ministry contained at least three 
men who were whole-heartedly devoted to the Italian cause: Lord 
John Russell, Mr. Gladstone, and Lord Palmerston himself.® During 
the months which followed upon the armistice of Villa-Franca the 
position was undeniably critical. It soon became clear that the 
Duchies of Central Italy were irrevocably determined upon umon 
with Sardinia. This placed Napoleon in a difficult position both as 

^ Lord Derby to the Queen, Q F L ui 420 

“ The phrase la Lord Derby’s 

“ Mr Thayer, Life and Times of Cavour, vol ii p 34 seq , throws doubt upon 
the “ brilliance ” of the French victories Unquestionably Napoleon had more 
than a small slice of luck. 

* They are canvassed in detail by Thayer, op cil ii. p. 80 seq , and bnefly by 
the present writer in the Quarterly Hemeu), No 431, p. 888, from which a few 
sentences are here quoted 

® To their influence upon the Italian settlement Mr Thayer pays a tribute 
which IS not more warm than just {op. cil. u 123) 
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regards Austria and Italy, and he wished to thrust upon Great 
Britain the responsibility of proposing a revision of the terms agreed 
upon at Villa-Franea. England’s position was not free, from em¬ 
barrassment. The Court was increasingly suspicious of the designs 
of Napoleon, and most anxious not to thiow the weight of England 
into the scale against Austria. Lord Palmerston, on the contrary, 
stood where he had stood in 1848-1849. “ I am very Austrian north 
of the Alps, but very anti-Austrian south of the Alps. The Austrians 
have no business in Italy, and they are a public nuisance there,” > 
Gladstone and Russell entirely shared his views, but the Cabinet 
thought that these Ministers were “ inclined to meddle too much in 
Italian affairs ”.® Again and again the Queen was compelled to 
appeal to the Cabinet against the Prime Minister and the Foreign 
Secretary, And not infrequently with success. “ Johnnie has had 
a lesson,” wrote Lord Granville to the Duke of Aigyll, “ that the 
Cabinet will support the Queen m preventing him and Pam acting 
on important occasions without the advice of their colleagues ” ® 

In the end, however, it was the view of Palmerston and Russell 
which prevailed. They insisted that the Italians must be left to 
settle their own affairs for themselves. “ The people of the Duchies,” 
wrote Palmerston, “ have as good a right to change their Rulers 
as the people of England, France, Belgium, and Sweden, and the 
annexation of the Duchies would be an unmixed good for Italy, for 
France, and for Europe.” * The Duchies expressed their will un¬ 
mistakably, and Europe acquiesced. But if Sardinia was to be 
enlarged by the acquisition of Central Italy, the Emperor Napoleon 
must have his quid pro quo. Savoy and Nice was the price demanded, 
and paid. 

Gorlbaldi Still further shocks were in store for the apostles of “ legitimacy ”. 

ThousMd'^* long ago as 1851 Mi. Gladstone had exposed the scandals of 
Bourbon rule in Southern Italy. Early in 1860 the great free-lance 
Giuseppi Garibaldi—the hero of the Defence of Rome in 1848— 
learnt that the standard of revolt had been raised by the Sicilians, 
and resolved to go to their assistance, Cavour did all he could to 
aid him, so far as the diplomatic propneties permitted.^ There was 

‘ To Lord Granville, Life, i 826 

’ Granville to Lord Canning, Fitzmounce, Granville, i 855. 

• On the fxietion between the Court and the Mmiaters cj Q.VL lii c xxviu , 
Martin, Pnnee Consort, v. 44-69, Fitzmaurjce, Granville, i. c xni The relations 
between the Court and the Foreign Minister arc sufficiently indicated by a letter 
from Lord John to the Queen beginning “ Lord John Russell unfortunately does 
not partake of yoni Majesty's opinion m regard to Italy,” and covertly insinuating 
mat the Queen was '* no well-wisher of mankind and indifferent to his freedom and 
happmess ’' The Queen sent the letter to the Premier, with an intimatiou—not 
uncalled for—^that she “ must demand that respect which is due from a Minister 
to his Sovereign ” (Feb 10th, 1800, Q.V.L. m 404-405) Lord .John expressed 
his regret 

‘ Palmerston, Life, ii 105 

^ On the difficult question as Lo Cavour’s attitude Lowaids Garibaldi’s Sicilian 
expedition, cJ Thayer, ii 268 Tievelyan, Ganbaldi and the Thousand, p 162. 
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naturally much fluttering in the diplomatic dovecotes when it was 
known that Gaiibhldi and his “ Thousand ” had sailed from Genoa. 

Before Europe had recovered from the first shock of surpiise, Garihaldi 
had made himself master of Sicily, had crossed to the mainland and 
was on his way to Naples. The Bourbon ICing fled from his capital 
on September 6th, and on the 7th Garibaldi entered it. Six weeks of 
intense anxiety ensued. Would Garibaldi insist on the perpetuation 
of the Dictatorslup he had perforce assumed ? Would he consent to 
the annexation of the Two Sicilies to the new Kingdom of North 
Italy ? Would he defy Catholic Europe and march on Rome ? 
Garibaldi declared that he would not annex his recent conquests to 
the Italian Kingdom until he could proclaim Victor Emmanuel ICing 
of Italy m Rome itself. The moment was intensely critical for the 
future of Italy ; but Cavour was equal to the crisis. “ Go to Naples,” 
was Palmerston’s advice to Cavour. To Naples Cavour went. 
Luckily for Italy the King of Naples held the Ganbaldians in check 
for a fortnight on the Volturno Before Garibaldi had scattered the 
Neapolitans (Oct. 1st), Victor Emmanuel and the Sardinian troops 
had marched south, and on November 7th Ganhaldi and his King 
rode into Naples side by side. Naples and Sicily declared by 
plebiscite for annexation, Garibaldi assented. On February 18th, 

1861, a Parliament, for the first time representative of the whole of 
Italy, save Rome and Venice, assembled at Turin. Italy was all but 
made. 

At this supreme crisis of her fate the support of England was of England 
inestimable value to Italy. Napoleon would gladly have stopped 
Garibaldi if England would have joined him m the task. England Italy 
lefused to do so Palmerston and Russell had always been warm 
fnends to the cause of Italian liberty. They were now converts to 
the idea of Italian Unity. They had become convinced that “ the 
only manner m which the Italians could secure their independence 
of foreign control was by forming one strong Government for the 
whole of Italy. . . . Her Majesty’s Government,” wrote Russell, 
instead of joining in the censuie pronounced by the Powers against 
Victor Emmanuel, “ will turn their eyes rather to the gratifying 
prospect of a people buildmg up the edifice of their liberties, and 
consohdatmg the work of their independence.” ^ Russell’s famous 
despatch caused much heart-burning among the Chancelleries and 
Courts (not excluding our own) of Europe. “ Ce n’est pas de la 
diplomatic,” said Baron Brunnow, “ e’est de la pohssonnerie.” At 
any rate it made it clear that Great Britain would brook no outside 
interference with the development of internal affairs m Italy. In 
this sense it was entirely effective. Nor have the Italians been slow 

^ Cf Russell’s despatch of October 27th, 1860, a despatch which caused him 
to be “ blessed night and morning by ‘ twenty millions ’ of Itahans ”. The whole 
policy of Russell has been for the first time revealed in its entirety by Trevelyan, 
Oanhaldi and the Making of Italy, pp 27-80 105-108, and Appendix A 
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to recognize the debt which they owe to Bntish diplomacy. Lord 
Palmerston and Lord John Russell are enshrined, and ]ustly, along.side 
Victor Emmanuel and Cavour, Mazzini and Gaiibaldi, among the 
“ makers ” of Italian UnityJ 

EnglBwi The mistrust of Napoleon III. inspired by his Italian policy m 
and 1859 was deepened by the events of 1860-61, nor was it really allayed 
France gjijjgr by the conclusion of the Cobden Treaty, or by the co-operation 
of the two countries in China. The absorption of Nice and Savoy 
by Prance was resented in England, and the more so when Palmerston 
failed to secure from Napoleon some consideration for the rights and 
susceptibilities of the Swiss Confederation—closely affected by the 
cession of Savoy.* Rumonrs—^not groundless—^that the annexation 
of Savoy and Nice was to he complemented by that of Genoa or 
Sardinia, and perhaps Geneva as well, served still further to increase 
English suspicions of France. A French expedition to the coast of 
Syria (1860-1861) on behalf of the Maronites tended in the same 
durection. “ The Emperor’s mind,” wrote Palmerston, “ seems as 
full of schemes as a warren is full of rabbits, and like rabbits, his 
schemes go to ground for the moment to avoid notice or antagonism,” 
With such a lestless neighbour no countiy could afford to be unpre¬ 
pared for contingencies. Palmerston held firmly to the maxim si 
ms pacem, para bellum; the naval estimates accordingly rose from 
about £9,000,000 in 1859, to nearly £12,000,000 m 1800 : an additional 
milhon and a half was taken for the army (£14,000,000 instead of 
£12,500,000): 180,000 men were em'olled in the new Volunteer force, 
and an expenditure of £9,000,000 was authorized on the fortifications 
of Portsmouth, Plymouth, Chatham, and Cork. The last item nearly 
cost Palmerston his Chancellor of the Exchequer But “ better lose 
Mr, Gladstone," as he wrote to the Queen, “ than run the risk of 
losing Portsmouth and Plymouth ”. And the former risk was really 
more remote, for Lord Palmerston’s desk was said to be nearly full 
before 1865 of Mr Gladstone’s resignations. As to the danger of 
attack from France, Palmerston w^as becoming increasingly appre¬ 
hensive, “ Of late,” he wrote to Lord John, “ I have begun to feel 
great distrust and to suspect that his formally declared mtention of 
avenging Waterloo has only lam dormant and has not died away ” * 
This feeling was largely responsible for Palmerston’s refusal to 
encourage the scheme of M. Lesseps for the construction of a canal 
through the Isthmus of Suez. He saw in it a great “naval and 
military advantage to France in a war with England ’’ (Dec. 8th, 
1861).* 

Chinese The co-operation of the two countries m the Far East did not 

War, allay suspicion. The Chmese Government refused to ratify the 

18&9-1S60 

1 Thus Mr G. M. Tievelyan writes ol “ the action of Great Britain in this 
summer, without which Italy could not have been made.”— Op mi, p. 27. 

“ To Lord Cowley, April, 1800, ap, Ashley, u. 182 

“ Ashley, 11 . 187. * Ashley, Appendix u. 
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conditions accepted in the Treaty of Tientsin (1858), and conse¬ 
quently it was found necessary to despatch a considerable force 
under Sir Hope Grant and General Montauban. The Chinese treated 
the European Envoys with treachery and brutality, and not until 
severe fighting had taken place and the summer Palace at Pekin had 
been sacked, did the Chinese give way. The Convention of Pekin 
was signed on October 24th, 1860 The Treaty of Tientsin was 
ratified; the indemnity imposed by it was doubled, and the Port of 
Tientsin was opened to British trade. Thus was the disagreeable 
task of Lord Elgin and Baron Gros at last accomplished. 

A similar difficulty was encountered two years later in Japan. Difflcul- 
In 1862 the murder of Mr. Richardson, a member of the British 
Agency established at Yokohama, compelled the English Govern- 
ment to extract by force the payment of an mdemmty. The guilty 
parties, after a brief struggle, gave way, and certain Japanese ports 
were reopened to British trade. 

In January, 1860, a notable victory was won for the principle ofThe 
Free Exchange by the conclusion of the “ Cobden ” Treaty between 
England and France. In the autumn of 1859 Cobden was deeply ^ 
concerned at the increasing mistrust between the two Governments, 
and volunteered to try to negotiate a commercial treaty. Gladstone 
warmly approved the project, and after some months of direct 
negotiation between Cobden and the Emperor, the treaty was con¬ 
cluded (Jan 23rd, 1860). France agreed to substitute a moderate 
tariff for virtual prohibition : gradually the duty was to be reduced 
on British coal, iron, steel, tools, machinery, and all the staples of 
British manufacture. yarns, flax, hemp, hair, wool, silk, cotton, 
skins, wood, glass, and earthenware On none of these articles was 
the duty to exceed 30 per cent. England engaged to sweep away all 
duties on manufactured goods, and to reduce the duties on wine and 
brandy But the concessions were not hinited to the contracting 
countries they were to apply to all nations alike. “ Our treaty 
with France,” said Mr. Gladstone, “ was m fact a treaty with the 
world, and wide are the consequences which engagements of that 
kind carry in their tram.” In view of this fact, clearly insisted upon 
by the authors of the treaty, it is grotesque to describe it as a departure 
from the principles for which Cobden had always stood.^ But 
excellent as were the commercial effects of his intervention, it did 
httle to improve the international outlook 

The energies of Napoleon III. were, however, temporarily Napoleon 
diverted to the other side of the Atlantic. In 1861 Benito Jaurez, 
the Republican Leader in Mexico, overthrew Mrramon who repre¬ 
sented the Clericals and Monarchists. Miramon appealed for help 

1 They had been originally opened in 1858 

® The stiaitest sect of the Free Tiaders have always denounced Tariff Treaties, 
as lending to the heresy of “ reciprocity ” But cf Morley Cobden, ii o xiv , for 
vindioalion 
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to the great Catholic Powers in Europe, and m this appeal Napoleon’s 
vivid and fantastic imagination saw an opportunity for killing 
several birds with one stone. He determined to place upon the 
throne of Mexico the Archduke Maximilian, brother of the Emperor 
Francis Joseph of Austria. His candidate was well chosen. Maxi- 
mihan was not only the brother of the Emperor of Austria, but the 
son-in-law of King Leopold of Belgium, and had won personal 
reputation as the Governor of Lombardy and Venetia. His pro¬ 
motion might, therefore, be expected to gratify the French Clericals, 
and the powerful family interests of Hapsburgs, Orleans, and Saxe- 
Coburgs. Moreover, Juarez gave Napoleon a legitimate pretext for 
interference by the repudiation of the Mexican debt. England and 
Spam agreed to join France in enforcing payment, and in protecting 
the persons and properties of their subjects m Mexico. To the 
demand of the three Powers, backed up by imposing force, Juarez 
quickly assented. England and Spam, therefore, withdrew; 
Napoleon, whose ulterior designs had not been revealed to his con¬ 
federates, did not. Alone he embarked on an enterprise destined to 
culminate in a terrible tragedy, to cheat all his hopes and to react 
disastrously upon his position in France. 
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CHAPTER XVII 

THE RULE OE LORD PALMERSTON THE ClVn. WAR IN AMERICA. 

THE DANISH DUCHIES THE CLOSE OF AN EPOCH 

[1861-1865) 

S UCH temporary success as Napoleon attained in Mexico would The Civil 
not have been possible but for the preoccupation of the^®*® 
United States. In the autumn of 1860 the States were in the throes 
of a Presidential Election. That contest was the most momentous 
m then history, for it resulted m the election of Abraham T-ineoln 
Lincoln had leapt into fame in 1858 as the opponent of Douglas 
in the Senatorial Election for the State of Illinois. Douglas was 
successful, but two years later the tables were turned and Abraham 
Lincoln was elected President of the United States. In the first 
speech of his Senatorial campaign Lincoln had said; “ A house 
divided against itself cannot stand. I believe that this Government 
cannot endure permanently half-slave and half-free. I do not 
expect the Union to be dissolved : I do not expect the house to fall: 
but I do expect that it will cease to be divided. It will become all 
the one thing or all the other. Either the opponents of slavery will 
arrest the further spread of it and will place it where the public mmd 
shall rest m the belief that it is in the course of ultimate extinction, 
or its advocates will push it forward until it shall become alike lawful 
in all the States, old as well as new, North as well as South.” Lincoln 
was no loot and blanch Abolitionist, but the election of this Western 
attorney to the Presidency was taken by the Slave States as a menace 
to the institution by which they stood. In February, 1861, Georgia, 
Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas following the 
lead of South Carolina, formally seceded from the Union, organized 
a Government known as the “ Confederate States of America ”; 
drafted a Constitution and elected, as their first President, Jefferson 
Davis It is difficult to deny the constitutional right of the Southern 
States to withdraw from a Federal Dmon formed by a contract 
between “ Sovereign ” States. It is not less difficult to deny that, 
but for the supposed menace to the institution of slavery, this right 
would not have been exercised. Least of bU can it be doubted that 
secession was a tactical blunder on the part of the South Slavery 
would have been safer inside than outside the Union. But the hot 
blood of the South was up. On March 4th, 1861, Lincoln entered 
upon the high office to which he had been elected in November, and 
at once announced that he had neither the will nor the power to 
abohsh slavery, but that no “ secession ” could be permitted. The 
Confederates seized Federal forts and arsenals, the first shot being 
fired against Fort Sumter at Charleston (April 12th, 1861). Lincoln 
then called for 75,000 volunteers and declared the seceding States 
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to be under blockade. The great Civil War had begun. The varying 
fortunes of that war during the next four years (1801-1866) cannot 
be followed in these pages, except in so far as they react upon England 
and English policy. The British Government at once (May sth) 
recognized the Confederate States as belligerents and issued (May 
13 lh) the usual proclamation of neutrality. The recognition of 
belligerency was bitterly resented by the partisans of the North, but 
unreasonably, since it was logically necessitated by the;i)roclamation 
of a “ blockade 

Opinion Nevertheless, it was accepted as proof positive that English 
, sympathies were with the South. As a fact opinion''was divided. 

Eng an Government maintained throughout a strict neutrality. Lord 

Russell,^ it is true, committed one bad blunder, for which tins country 
afterwards paid dearly, but the official attitude was not merely 
correct but dignified and calm. Nevertheless, the North had some 
ground for regarding England as a partisan of the South. “ Society ’’ 
in the narrower sense was all for the gentlemen of the cotton States 
against the commercial Yankees. The more influential organs of 
public opinion tended m the same direction. Palmerston, Russell, 
and Gladstone all said or did things which seemed to indicate similar 
sympathies, and would have done more had they not been restrained 
by a ma]OTity of their Cabinet colleagues. The Duke of Argyll and 
Loid Stanley, Cobden and Bright were, on the contrary, in favour of 
the North, and the working classes, despite the terrible sufferings 
inflicted on many of them by the conflict, were on the same side. 

The The war had been m progress about seven months when an 

incident occurred which nearly brought Great Britain into the actual 
arena of conflict. The Confederate States were anxious to secure 
recognition from England and France To that end they despatched 
two envoys. Mason and Slidell, to represent them, officially if it 
might be, in London and Pans respectively. The envoys successfully 
pierced the blockade, and at Havanna, a neutral port, took ship in 
an English mail steamer, the Trent. On November 8th, 1861, the 
San Jacinto —a Federal ship of war commanded by Captain Wilkes 
—intercepted the Trent on tiie high seas, fired a shot across her bows, 
and demanded the surrender of Mason and Slidell, who with their 
secretaries were carried off in custody to Fort Warren m Boston 
Harbour. The conduct of Captain Wilkes was, beyond aU question, 
a flagrant violation of international law, and aroused the liveliest 
indignation in Great Britain. A reinforcement of 8,000 troops was 
immediately sent to Canada, and Lord Lyons, the British Ambassador 
at Washington, was instructed to demand the instant suriender of 
the prisoners, and an apology for the insult to the British flag. The 

' In July, 1861, Lord John, now OS years of age, had aooepted a Peerage as 
Earl Russell of Kingston Russell and Viscount Amberley of Amberley and 
Ardsalla 
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despatch containing these instructions was sent to Windsor for the 
Queen’s approval on November 30th, 1861. The Prince Consort was 
gravely perturbed at the possibility of war, and saw clearly that 
Russell’s diplomatic methods were only too hkely to provoke it. No 
one could doubt that,the Federal Government was in the wrong; 
but the highest function of diplomacy, as the Prince conceived it, is 
to build a golden bridge for discomfited opponents. Prince Albert, 
from his death-bed, built it. The despatch was remodelled, precisely 
on the lines suggested by him,i and a way of honourable retreat from 
a false position was offered to President Lmcoln 

Would he seize the opportunity ? For a month there was tense 
anxiety m England and indeed tliroughout Europe. The friendly 
offices (jf France and Russia at this juncture ought never to be 
forgotten. Both Powers warned the American Government that 
peace would be preserved only by prompt surrender. Miv Thurlow 
Weed, an intimate friend of the Federal Secretary of State and then 
resident m London as his authorized but unofficial representative, 
warned Mr Seward that feelings in England were deeply stirred, and 
urged him “ to yield to the British demands absolutely and immedi¬ 
ately If Prince Albert built the bridge, the tact of Lord Lyons 
induced the American Government to use it On Christmas Day, 

1801, President Lmcoln agreed to hand over the prisoners to the 
British Government, and on January 9th, 1862, the good news 
reached England that Lincoln had disavowed the action of Captain 
Wilkes and that the immediate crises was at an end. 

The Queen justly claimed this happy issue as a triumph for “ her The 
beloved Prince ”, But the Piince lumself did not hve to see it, 

On December 14ith, 1801, he succumbed to an attack of gastric fever Consort 
complicated by congestion of the lungs The grief of the whole 
nation was profound, that of the Queen was indescribable.® Those 
who were brought nearest to the Queen knew best what she and the 
country had lost. And the country came to know it too. At last 
the Queen’s husband was known for what he was ; at last his worth 
was recognized •— 

all narrow lealousies 
Are silent, and we see him as he moved, 

How modest, kindly, all accomplished, wise, 

With what sublime repression of himself, 

And m what limits and how tenderly 

The war-cloud between England and the Northern States passed ; Progress 
between North and South there was no cessation of conflict. 

England there was a superstition that the shopkeepers of the North 
could never beat the gentlemen of the South And for a time it 
seemed to be justified. As in our own Cml War, the first advantage 

' The Prince’s draft is repioduced m facsimile by Martin, Life, v 422. 

“ Cf. e.g Martin, v pp 440 sej ; QVL lu c. xxx 
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lay with the aristocratic party. The North could produce, for a 
while, no General fit to cope with “ Stonewall ” Jackson and Robert 
E. Lee. And the South had the advantage of strategical position; 
if they stood where they were, they won; the North could wm only 
by crushing their resistance and capturing their capital. But though 
the initial advantages were with the South, the odds were terribly 
against them. The North had the money, the men,i and the 
machinery of Government. Nevertheless, the dejection m their 
ranks was great as the second year of strife wore on without 
bringing them any nearer their mam objective. 

The Confederate States, meanwhile, were desperately anxious to 
secure from the leading neutrals a iccogmtion of their independence. 
And in the autumn of 1862 they were within measm-able distance of 
getting it from France and England, if not from Russia. Napoleon 
III. would gladly have conceded it, and Palmerston and Russell had 
got as far (Sept 1862) as to be wilhng to offei mediation. If media¬ 
tion were refused by the North, the independence of the South was 
to be recognized. On October 7th, a third member of the Govern¬ 
ment, Mr Gladstone, made a memorable speech at Newcastle ■ “ We 
may have our own opinions about slavery; we may be for or against 
the South, but there is no doubt that Jefferson Davis and other 
leaders of the South have made an army; they are making, it appears, 
a navy; and they have made what is more than either, they have 
made a nation ”. The sensation produced by these woids was, says 
Lord Morley, “ immediate and profound They were taken to 
portend immediate recognition of Southern independence. Mainly, 
however, through the influence of Lord Granville, the Cabinet decided 
against an offer of mediation ® Nevertheless, the North had cause 
of offence agamst them. The South were making desperate efforts 
to repair the lack of a navy. They continued, by various devices, 
to acquire a small fleet of armed cruisers, which inflicted immediate 
damage on the merchant shipping of the North. Several of these 
cruisers were built m Enghsh yards. The most famous and the most 
destmctive of them—the Alabama —^was built by the famous firm of 
Laird at Birkenhead. More than once before she left the docks, Mr. 
Adams, the American Minister in London, warned Russell as to the 
real destmation of the vessel, and begged Inm to stop her. Partly 
owing to his characteristic pedantry, partly to a series of accidents, 
Russell’s intervention came too late, and the Alabama was let loose 
to prey upon American commerce * Russell’s blunder cost this 
country over £3,000,000 sterling and not a little humiliation. 

' They numhered 22,000,000 against 9,000,000, of whom 8,500,000 were slaves 

® Life of Gladstone, u T9 It is fair to say that the words were bitterly re¬ 
pented of 

' Fitemauiice, Granville, i 448-444 

^ Of Walpole’s Infe of Russell, il 852-867. 
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On the American Continent, meanwhile, things were beginning to 
march to then appointed end Not hastily, and perhaps not wil¬ 
lingly, Lincoln at last took the decisive step. On September 23rd, 
1802, he issued a proclamation that m all States which should not 
by January 1st, 1863, have returned to their allegiance to the Union 
the slaves should be at once and for ever free. At last the true 
significance of the contest was clearly and unmistakably revealed. 
Lincoln himself was primarily and pre-eminently a Unionist. “ My 
paramount object,” he wrote, “ is to save the Union, and not either 
to save or destroy slavery ” The fortunes of war converted him 
into an Abolitionist. From January 1st, 1863, the cause of the 
Union was identified with the cause of human liberty. In 1864 the 
champion of both causes was re-elected President of the United 
States On April 4th, 1865, the Confederate Government evacuated 
Richmond ; on the 9 th Lee surrendered to General Grant at Appo¬ 
mattox. The Civil War was at an end. In less than a week after 
Lee’s surrender, Lincoln was assassinated at Washington (April 14th, 
1865). 

Into the actual vortex of the struggle England, as we have seen. The 
had been nearly engulfed; some of its worst consequences she did 
not escape. In the year 1800-1861 the Lancashire cotton trade was 
unusually active and prosperous. wages were high; profits good; 
the supply of raw material was abundant In the summer of 1861 
Lincoln declared the blockade of the Southern ports, and for the next 
four years the prosperity of Lancashire was blasted. The Lancashire 
mills, then as now,^ were almost wholly dependent for the raw 
material of their staple industry upon the plantations of the southern 
States of America. In 1861 the supply was suddenly cut off. Within 
a few weeks, thousands of spinners and manufacturers were thrown 
out of work, savings were qiuckly exhausted, and by Christmas, 
1861, signs of distress were manifest in many towns The calamity 
was faced by Lancashire with a quiet courage that evoked the 
sympathy and admiration of the world. Early in 1862 a Central 
Relief Committee was established in Manchester under the Presidency 
of Lord Derby, with Sir James Kay-Shuttleworth as Vice-President. 

In every town and village in Lancashire sub-committees were estab¬ 
lished, and the Lord Mayor opened a fund m London. Subscriptions 
poured in from all parts of England, from India, the Colonies, and 
from many foreign countries Even the United States, in the stress 
of their own difficulties, did them best to assuage the suffering for 
which they were directly responsible. The Lord Mayor ultimately 
collected over £500,000 sterling, and from other sources more than 
£2,000,000 in money and kind was subscribed. It is safe to say 

' Ah early as ,Jnne, 1801, Palmernlon suggested to Milner Gibson the import- 
anci of stimulating supplies ol raw cotton from Africa, India, Australia, Egypt, 
etc (Ashley, 11 211) The same subject is now (1912) engaging serious attention 
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that no great charitable fund was ever administered with such 
economy and wisdom. All classes m Lancashire and the adjacent 
counties gave freely of their time and energy both to muiimi^ fl 
immediate sufferings and to prevent permanent demorahzation, 
while the behaviour of the operatives themselves was admittedly 
exemplary. In 1862 Cobden estimated the loss to them in wages 
at £7,000,000 per annum. But there was hardly any crime, and 
marvellously little imposition. Moreover, all through the famine the 
working men never wavered in their devotion to the North. They 
believed the Union to be fighting in the cause of righteousness and 
freedom, and to that cause they steadfastly adhered. By 1868 the 
worst was over, a certain amount of cotton was smuggled by the 
“ blockade-runners ” throngh the northern fleets ; more was pro¬ 
cured from Egypt and other formerly undeveloped markets, but not 
until 1866 did Lancashire get back to normal conditions ^ 

Polish The American Civil War, with all its attendant anxieties for 
neutrals, was still unfinished when the English Ministry was con- 
’ fronted with difficulties in Northern and Eastern Europe. For a full 
century Poland had supplied a fruitful soil for the cultivation of inter¬ 
national rivalries. The diplomatists imagined that the problem had 
been solved—somewhat roughly—^in 1815, but the insurrections of 
1880 and 1868 proved that the hope was vain. The latter rising was 
due to the seizure of 2,000 men—^Ihe flower of Polish manhood—as 
conscripts for the Russian army. The incident was described by 
the British Ambassador at St. Petersburg as “ simply a plan, by a 
clean sweep of the revolutionary youth of Poland, to kidnap the 
opposition and to carry it off to Siberia or the Caucasus ” The 
action of the Russian Viceroy in Poland hod singularly far-reaching 
results. Bismarck, who had lately come into power, utilized the 
situation with consummate but cold-blooded adroitness to conciliate 
the goodwill of Russia. He offered a free passage, through Prussian 
territory, to Russian troops, and refused an asylum to Polish refugees. 
Apart from his anxiety to gain the favour of the Czar, he could not 
afford to dally with revolution m Poland. His position is made clear 
in the foUowing extract from a letter from King Leopold to Queen 
Victoria- “If a Poland such as the Ganbaldians wish could be 
restored, it wovld be in close alliance with France, and Prussia par¬ 
ticularly, between the French on the Rhine and a French province 
on the Vistula, could not exist King Leopold’s diagnosis of the 
situation, though coloured by German sympathies, was not inaccurate. 
Napoleon III. would gladly have done anything in his power to 
follow the traditional policy of France, but his power was for the 
moment limited by pre-occupation in Mexico. Palmerston and 

* Fox the cotton famine cf. Watts, Facts of the Cotton Fatmne, Arnold, History 
of, and article by E, Helm an Palgrave’s Dictionani of Political Economy, 

“ Granvdle, Life, i 446 
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Russell were, as usual, all m favour of “ oppressed nationalities,” Foreign 
and anxious to give every kind of moral support to their aspirations 
Russell addressed to the Government of the Czar a characteristic * 
homily on the sanctity of the Treaties of 1813 and the healing 
virtues of Constitutional liberty. The Czar, in reply, politely told 
him to mind his own business, and the Poles were left to their fate. 

The whole incident has a significance quite apart from Poland It 
exhibited the foieign policy of the Whigs in its worst and weake.st 
aspect—a priggish and hectoring lone, combined with an unreadi¬ 
ness to employ force in support of convictions ; it secured the bene¬ 
volent neutrality of Russia towards the policy which Bismarck had 
already m contemplation; it led to the refusal of Great Britain to 
join Napoleon in calhng a European Congress to consider the European 
situation at large, and thus weakened at a critical moment the 
Anglo-French entente ; ^ above all, it enabled Bismarck to lake the 
measure both of Napoleon III and of the Whig Government in 
England. “ I do not desire war, but neither do I desire peace.” 

Thus Napoleon to the French Senate (March 17bh, 1863). Lord 
Russell genuinely desired peace, but he desired also to secure the 
results which only successful war could have given him. Neither 
the Czar nor Bismarck was a man to concede anything except to 
force, and the final result not only constituted a decided rebuff for 
Russell, but reacted very unfavourably upon the position of England 
and France in regard to the Danish Duchies. 

This intricate and embarrassing problem was once more brought The 
prominently to the front by the death in 1863 of King Frederick VII S'^^lei- 
of Denmark. Frederick was not only Kmg of Denmark but Duke Holstein 
of Schleswig-Holstein and Lauenburg His death, without heirs question 
male, raised a question as to the continuance of the personal umon 
between the Crown of Denmark and the Duchies—a Union which 
had subsisted since 1460, The problem thus presented to Denmark, 
to Germany, and to Europe was one of admitted complexity. Holstein 
was a German Duchy inhabited by Germans, and held as a fief of 
the Empire until the dissolution of the latter body (1806). Since 
1816 the Duke of Holstein and Lauenburg had been a member of 
the Germanic Confederation. Schleswig was less exclusively German 
in speech and blood than Holstein, but accordmg to German theory 
was “ indissolubly united ” to Holstein. This theory of indissolu¬ 
bility was denounced by the Danes, who had long been anxious for 
the complete incorporation of both Duchies, and especially Schleswig, 
in the Danish Monarchy. Such incorporation had, however, never 
been permanently accomplished, and the question was further com¬ 
plicated by the fact that Salle law survived m the Duchies, while 
the Danish Crown was, under the lex regia of 1665, transmissible 
indifferently to males and females. In 1848 the Duchies rose in 

^ Foi Palmerston’s leasons cf his letter to King Leopold ap. Ashley, u 237. 
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msurrection under Prince Frederick of Augustenhurg, who, under 
the Salic law, had strong prospective claims upon Schleswig and 
Holstein, though none upon the throne of Denmaik. But for the 
armed assistance of the Germanic Confederation and the diplomatic 
intervention of the Powers, the msurrection would unquestionably 
have been suppressed by the Danes, and the Duchies would have 
been incorporated in the Danish Monarchy. As it was, the matter 
dragged on, war and diplomacy taking alternate parts, until a 
settlement was eventually reached, under the lending inspiration of 
Great Britain, in the Treaty of London (May 8th, 1852). 

Ti'eatyol To that treaty, England, France, Austria, Prussia, Russia, 
Sweden, and Denmark were parties. The Duke of Augustenhurg 
had already (March 31) renounced, for himself and his family, all 
claims upon the Duehics, and had accepted £400,000 in compensa¬ 
tion. The Powers, therefore, recognized the right of Prince Christian 
of Gliicksburg to succeed to the whole of the States then united under 
the sceptre of the Danish King, basing their recognition upon the 
importance to European peace of “ the maintenance of the integrity 
of the Danish Monarchy They also affirmed that the reciprocal 
rights and obligations of the King of Denmark and the Germanic 
Confederation were not, as regards Holstein and Lauenburg, affected 
by the treaty.^ To this treaty the Germanic Diet was not a party; 
several of the individual States subsequently acceded to it, but others 
refused to do so until the views of the Germanic Diet were known 
Austria and Prussia were among the original signatories. 

Between 1853 and 1863 Denmark made further attempts to bind 
the Duchies to the Crown. Schleswig was originally incorporated, 
and a new Constitution was imposed upon Holstein without the 
assent of the Holstein Diet. The incorporation of Schleswig was a 
distinct breach of the pledge given by King Frederick to Austria 
and Prussia, while the Holsteiners sought the support of the Germanic 
diet against that part of the arrangement which especially affected 
them. Denmark, however, went on its way unheeding. The 
British Government made every effort to avert a complete rupture,® 
and in 1882 Russell suggested a somewhat clumsy compromise : the 
“ integrity ” of the Danish Kingdom, as guaranteed by the Treaty 
of London, was to be maintained; Sclileswig was to have “ the power 
of self-government ”, and Holstein and Lauenburg were to have 
(of course under the Danish Crown) “ all that the German Confedera- 

* Alt. 111 . As this olauae has been misunderstood by some wntets I give the 
exact wording • “ It is expressly undcistood that the reciprocal rights and obhga- 
tions of His Majesty the King of Denmark, and of the Gerinanio Confederation, 
concerning the Duchies of Holstein and Lauenburg, rights and obligations estab¬ 
lished by the Pedetal Act of 1816 and by the existing Federal right, shall not he 
affected by the present treaty ”. 

“ See PoThameMary Papers re Sclilcswig-Holstcm, 1860-1888 , Oennami and 
Denmark (1864). 
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tion asks for them ” ^ The German Powers accepted Hussell’s sug¬ 
gestion as a basis for negotiation, but Denmark rejected it, and in 1868 
repudiated the compact of 1852 and, by conferring autonomy upon 
Holstein, under the Danish Crown, separated the fortunes of that 
Duchy from those of Schleswig. This was a duect challenge to the 
German theory of “ indissolubility,” and it was at once accepted by 
the Diet, which threatened “ Federal execution ” (Oct. 1st, 1863) 
unless the obnoxious Constitution were withdrawn before October 
27th. Russell, thereupon, urged Denmark to suspend or withdraw 
the Constitution, but declared that Great Britain “ could not see 
with indifference a military occupation of Holstein which is only to 
cease upon terms injuriously affecting the Constitution of the whole 
Danish Monarchy But the control of events was already passing 
into hands stronger than those of Lord Russell 

Bismarck had made up his mind that the acquisition of the Danish Bismarck 
Duchies—^particularly the great harbour of Kiel—^was essential 
the future greatness of Prussia at sea. He discerned moreover, in the^'**^^°^ 
complex situation a means of forcing a quarrel upon Austria. That 
quarrel he believed to be unavoidable, unless the interests alike of 
Prussia and of Germany weie to be permanently sacrificed. But 
there were many obstacles in his path: the Danish nationalists; 
the guarantors of the Treaty of London; the Austrian Emperor, 
and the Geimanic Diet. On the death of King Frederick VII. (Nov 
13th, 1863) Prince Christian of Glucksburg was at once proclaimed 
King of Denmark as Christian IX As regards the Danish Kingdom 
the succession was undisputed; to the Duchess the Germamc Diet 
immediately laid claim on behalf of Duke Fredenck of Augustenburg, 
and on the refusal of Denmark to annul the new Constitution, a 
body of Saxon and Hanoverian troops occupied Holstein m the 
name of the Diet and its candidate. This did not suit Bismarck’s 
game; he wanted the Duchies not for the Germamc Confederation 
but for Prussia. In his refusal, however, to admit the claims of 
Duke Frederick he was virtually alone in Germany, perhaps in Prussia. 

"With all the cards against him he played with consummate coolness 
and sldll. He had already taken the measure, accurately enough, 
of the Emperor Napoleon and of the Enghsh 'Whigs To Lord 
Russell’s homilies on political morahty he was indifferent, so long 
as they were not backed by force; and he had good reason for his 
belief that RusseU would not fight for Denmark. Before Austria he 
dangled the red flag of the Democratic Revolution “ and persuaded 
her to pull the chestnuts out of the fire for him m the Duchies. 

Upon Russia’s benevolent neutrality he could confidently count 
Early in 1864, therefore, Austria and Prussia occupied Holstein as 

* PaThamentary Papers, Ixxiv 1883 

’ Russell to Sir A Malet, September 29th, 1863. 

' See Malet, Overthroni of the Germamc Confederation, p. 75. 
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signatories of the Treaty of London, and pushed aside not only the 
Danish nationalists but the Germanic Diet and their candidate. 

What Tvas the policy of Great Britain in this serious European 
crisis ? Russell was anxious to impose mediation upon the com¬ 
batants and, in the event of the refusal of the German Powers, to 
send an English squadioii to the Baltic, and ask Napoleon to send a 
French army to the Rhine Palmerston disliked the idea of a French 
army on the Rhine, and some of his younger colleagues, notably 
Lord Granville, were more conscious than the veterans of the Cabinet 
of the new forces which were already at work in Germany, and were 
soon to transform it. The Queen, too, was unwilling to discourage 
that rising German sentiment which had quickened the public 
imagination of her husband,^ The English people, on the contrary, 
stimulated no doubt to sympathy with the Danes by the recent 
arrival m their midst of the “ Sea-King’s daughter from over the 
sea,” the young bride of the Prince of Wales, regarded the German 
Powers as treaty-breakers and bullies. The fighting in the Duchies 
did not last long. The Danes, hopelessly outnumbered, were thrust 
out of them; the Powers were induced (Apiil 25th) to enter into a 
conference in London, and on May 12th the belligerents agreed to an 
armistice. The conference sal until June 25th, but it accomplished 
nothing. “ The victorious Germans were exacting, the desperate 
Danes were obstinate ” ^ Accordingly, the armistice lapsed ; 
fighting was resumed at the end of June, but in July the Danes 
sued for peace, the preliminaries were signed on August 1st, and the 
terms were embodied in the Tieaty of Vienna (Oct. 80th). The King 
of Denmark handed over the three Duchies to Austria and Prussia. 
Half Bismarck’s task was accomplished; but not the harder half 
The Danes were pushed aside, the Germanic Diet and Austria 
remained. The Diet still pressed the claims of “Frederick the 
Eighth ” (the Duke of Augustenhurg); Austria was virtually com¬ 
pelled to espouse them, and Bismarck agreed to recognize them on, 
terms which would have made Frederick a vassal of Prussia. 
Frederick of Augustenhurg refused to accept the Duchies on these 
terms, and Austria and Prussia were on the verge of war. Bismarck, 
however, was not quite ready, and at Gastein (Aug. 20th, 1865) he 
“ papered over the cracks ”, Lauenburg was sold to Prussia; 
Holstein remained in the occupation of Austria; Schleswig in that 
of Prussia. The cracks soon reappeared; Bismarck completed his 
preparations, at Biarritz he came to terms with Napoleon (Sept. 
1865), and he promised Venetia to Italy (April, 1866), In June 
Prussia seceded from the Germanic Confederation, war straightway 
broke out between herself and the “Bund,” and within six weeks 

^But she was eonviuced that it was m England’s interest that she resisted 
“ any attempt to Involve this countiy in a mad and useless combat” Cf. for 
Queen’s coiresiiondeiiee with Lord Granville, Fitzmnuiice, i 4fi0 

“ Ashley, Palmmton, n. 25a, 
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not Austria only but Germany lay prostrate under the rapid blows 
which Prussia delivered. After the decisive victory of Koniggiatz, 
the Emperor gave up the game, and the Treaty of Prague was 
concluded on August 23rd, 1866 Bismarck, having thought out 
beforehand every move m the diplomatic game, treated Austria with 
leniency, though she was driven out of the Germanic body; Prussia 
enlarged and consolidated her own dominions by the annexation of 
Hanover, Hesse-Cassel, Schleswig-Holstein, Lauenburg, Nassau, and 
the free city of Frankfort-on-Main, and all the German States north 
of the Mam accepted her hegemony. 

England preserved throughout these events an attitude of correct England 
neutrality. Palmerston and Russell were strongly tempted to 
with Denmark, though the application of their favourite doctrine 
of “ nationality ” was not in this case fiee from ambigmty; rpubhc 
opimon inclmed m the same direction, but the Queen laboured 
untiringly to keep this country out of war The Queen was accused 
then, and frequently, of allowing her policy to be swayed by dynastic 
considerations. That she should be solicitous as to the prospects of 
the Princess Royal was natural, that she allowed her personal 
anxiety to influence her to the detriment of her own country is untrue. 

“ Often," wrote Mr Gladstone (Jan. 4th, 1864), “ as I have been 
struck by the Queen’s extraordinary integiity'of mind ... I never 
felt it more than on hearing and reading a letter of hers . . . about 
the Danish question. Her determmation in this case, as in others, 
not inwardly to ‘ sell the truth ’ overbears all prepossessions and 
longings strong as they are on the German side ” The seven weeks’ 
war naturally caused the Queen mtense anxiety. To avert it she 
had offered to act as mediator, but Bismarck roughly rejected the 
unwelcome suggestion By the issue of it she was distraught. Her 
elation at the improvement m the prospects of the Crown Princess 
of Prussia were balanced by the regret at the extinction of her 
cousin’s Kingdom of Hanover, by the curtailment of the rights of 
her son-iij-law of Hesse, by sympathy with the Princess of Wales, 
and above all by increasing exasperation at the methods, if not the 
pohey, of Bismarck. 

How did England stand at the close of this period of continental Position 
turmoil ? “ Lord Russell’s fierce notes and pacific measures furnish ^ , 

an endless theme for the taunts of those who would gladly see the 
influence of England in the councils of Europe destroyed ’’ ® Thus 
wrote the late Lord Salisbury m 1864. Sir Alexander Malet, British 
Minister at Frankfort, held similar language when reviewing these 
events m 1869. It cannot be doubted, he affirmed, that England’s 
“ utter desertion of Denmark lowered her national reputation and 
left a stigma of egotism on the nation ”.® That our national interests 
coincided with the dictates of national honour is no longer open to 
‘ Morlej, u 102. * Lord Salisbury, E^saya, i. 145 ' Op. cii. p 27 
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question. “There is no use,” said Palmerston in 1863, “m dis¬ 
guising the fact that what is at the bottom of the German design 
... IS the dream of a German fleet and the wish to get Kiel as a 
German seaport. That may he a good reason why they should wish 
it j hut it is no reason why they should violate the rights and in¬ 
dependence of Denmark. . . If any violent attempt were made to 
overtlirow those rights and interfere with that independence, those 
who made the attempt would find in the result that it would not be 
Denmark alone with which they would have to contend " Bismarck 
estimated Palmerston’s brave words at their true value. With 
Denmark alone he had to contend; Kiel passed- into the hands of 
Prussia; the dream of a German fleet has been realized, and the 
country which, in the view of contemporaries, deserted Denmark in 
1864 IS to-day compelled to concentrate her naval power in the 
North Sea and to pay nearly £50,000,000 a year to keep pace with 
the naval development of her most serious rival. 

Before the Prussian triumph was assured, an epoch-making event 
hadltaken place at home. Lord Palmerston’s long political career 
was terminated by his death on October 18th, 1865i 
Hmio, During the last five years of his hfe and Ministry interest m home 

isoo-uas almost completely in abeyance. Lord John Russell, ever 

faithful to the enthusiasms of his political youth, intiodueed a Reform 
Bill in 1860, but presently withdrew it. The subject did not again 
figure in the ministerial programme during Lord Palmerston’s life. 
Of the four seats vacated by the defranchisement of the boroughs of 
St. Albans and Sudbury, two were assigned in 1801 to the West 
Riding, and one each to South Lancashire and Birkenhead, while 
the franchise question was kept to the fore by periodical motions 
made by Mr. Locke-King and Mr. Baines. But nothing was done, 
and it was tacitly assumed that so long as Palmerston lived nothing 
would be done 

domestic politics was ruffled only by Mr. 
finance Gladstone's Budgets, and a serious conflict, arising therefrom, between 
the two Houses of the Legislature. 

The Budget of 1869 presented no feature of special interest. 
There was an increase of nearly £'4,500,000 m the army and navy 
estimates, and of more than £500,000 for miscellaneous purposes. 
To meet this the income tax, which ought according to Mr. Gladstone’s 
original purpose to have been on the point of extinction, was raised 
from 5d. to 9d. in the £ But if the Budget of 1859 was otherwise 
featureless, that of 1860 was one of the most important of the century. 
Mr Gladstone himself spoke of 1860 as “ the last of what I may call 
the cardinal or organic years The dominating fact of the fiscal 
situation was the conclusion of the Cobden Treaty with France. 
But it was also influenced by the falhiig in of the long annuities 
' Ap Nineteenth Century for February, 1880 
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which placed £2,100,000 at Gladstone’s disposal.^ He was resolved 
that the opportunity should be taken of this happy conjunction to 
“ do something for trade and the masses For us the Cobden 
Treaty meant in Mr. Gladstone’s words “ a sweep, summary, entire 
and absolute, of the duty on what are known as manufactured goods 
from the face of the British tariff”. Silk manufacturers, gloves, 
watches, and artificial flowers were among the manufactured articles 
entirely freed from duty. It meant also the removal of duty from 
butter, cheese, eggs, tallow, oranges, nuts, and a number of articles 
of food. In 1845, after Peel’s reforms, there remained in the tariff 
1,163 articles , by 1859 these had been reduced to 419, the Budget 
of 1860 made a clean sweep of 371 leaving only 48, of which no more 
than 15 would contribute anything substantial to the revenue. 
These were : spirits, sugar, tea, tobacco, wine, coffee, cocoa, currants, 
timber, chicory,' figs, hops, pepper, raisins, and nee. Thus the 
Budget of 1860' gave “ nearly universal effect to the following 
principles ;■( 

“ 1. That neither on raw produce, nor on food, nor on manu¬ 
factured goods should any duty of a protective character 
be charged. 

“ 2. That the sums necessary to be levied for the purposes of 
revenue in the shape of customs duty should be raised upon 
the smallest possible number of articles ” * 

How would the application of these principles immediately affect 
)the revenue 7 On Customs Mr. Gladstone anticipated a loss of ]ust 
over £2,100,000, a sum exactly equal to the sum saved on the pay¬ 
ment of the annuities But such a result was too easy and too tame 
for the Chancellor of the Exchequer. He proposed to put an extra 
Id. on the income tax, bringing it up to lOd., and to remit, at the 
cost of £1,200,000, the duty on paper and other excise duties. The 
principle of the Budget was not unchallenged in the House of 
Commons, but a hostile resolution proposed by Mr Duncan was 
rejected on February 24th by the substantial majoiity of 116, When 
the Paper Duty Repeal Bill came on for second reading (March 12th) 
Sir William Miles moved • “ That as it appears the repeal of the 
duty on paper will necessitate the addition of Id. in the £ to the 
property and income tax, it is the opinion of this House that such 
repeal is, under such circumstances, at the present moment in¬ 
expedient ”. In view of the very substantial relief given to indirect 
taxation, it is difficult to resist the conviction that Sir William Miles 
was right; but the second reading was carried by fifty-three. On 
the third reading, however, the Government majority fell to nine. 

* The National Debt was originally raised by the issue of terminable annuities, 
and some of the longer ones had not until now fallen in 

“ Nineteenth Century, February, 1880 
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The Lords This gave the House of Lords its opportunity. The Commons 

and were more than lukewarm about the repeal of the “ taxes on know- 
finonce Gladstone grandiloquently termed them. The 

Cabinet was notoriously divided on the subject.^ On May 5th the 
Prime Minister spoke for foity-five minutes against the Paper Duties 
Bill in the Cabinet. Two days later he wrote to the Queen to say 
that if the House of Lords, encouraged by the narrow majority m the 
Commons, were to throw out the Bill they would “ perform a good 
public service,” and “the Government might well submit to so 
welcome a defeat".® However questionable Palmerston’s ideas of 
Cabinet loyalty, it is difficult, on the merits of the case, to disagree 
with him. Plainly, his Chancellor of the Exchequer wanted to go 
too fast. On May 21sl the Lords rejected the Bill ^ by 193 to 104. 
Palmerston was all for acquiescence. But he reckoned without his 
fiery colleague. On May 26th and on June SOth Gladstone delivered 
to the Cabinet two elaborate lectoes on the constitutional aspects of 
the case. “ This proceeding of the Lords amounted,” he affirmed,' 
“ to the estabhshment of a revisory power over the House of Commons 
in its most vital function, long declared exclusively its own, and to 
a divided responsibility in fixing the revenue and charge of the 
country for the year ” And he declared “ I for one am not willing 
that the House of Commons should hold on sufferance in the nine¬ 
teenth century what it won ui the seventeenth, and confirmed and 
enlarged m the eighteenth ” * Accordingly Palmerston was obliged 
with very ill grace to submit, on July 6th, a senes of resolutions to 
the House of Commons The first affirmed that “ the right of 
granting aids and supplies to the Crown is in the Commons alone, 
as an essential part of their constitution, and the limitation of all 
such grants as to matter, manner, measure, and time is only in them ”. 
The second, while admitting that the Lords had sometimes exercised 
the power of rejecting Bills relating to taxation by negativing the 
whole, nevertheless affirmed that the exercise of that power “ hath 
not been frequent, and is justly regarded by this House with peculiar 
jealousy as affecting the right of the Commons alone to giant supplies, 
and to provide the ways and means for the service of the yeai ”, 
The thu'd, grimly foreshadowing future action, stated “ that to 
guard for the future against an undue exercise of that power by the 
Lords, and to secure to the Commons their rightful control ovei 
taxation and supply, this House has, in its own hands, the power so 
to impose and remit taxes, and to frame Bills of Supply that the 
right of the Commons as to the matter, manner, measure, and time 
may be maintained inviolate ” 

The Commons, of course, assented to these Resolutions, and, for 
the moment, the excitement died down. 

* Cf Morley, Gladstone, 30. 

° Not the Budget as some wnterB 


‘ Marlin. Prince Consort, v 100. 
* Morley, u. 82, 38. 
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But the Chancellor of the Exchequer was not content with the 
Platonic affirmation of a principle. To him the action of the Lords 
was a “ gigantic innovation In 1861 came the counter-stroke. 

By an innovation not less gigantic, he embodied the financial pro¬ 
posals of the year not as heretofore, in a number of separate Bills, 
but in a single Bill, in which he included the rejected Paper Duty 
Repeal Bill, and sent it up to the Lords for acceptance or rejection 
as a whole This procedure was deliberately adopted in order to 
challenge and, if possible, to defeat the concurrent, though not co¬ 
ordinate rights of the Lords in regard to finance T his was the 
moment at which, if at all, the Lords should have made their stand 
In 1860 the position they adopted was relatively weak. In 1861 
they were challenged on grounds not merely defensible but consti¬ 
tutionally impregnable. “ We have it in our power,” said Lord 
Derby, “ to divide the Bill which has been sent up to us by that 
House ; and so divided we have it in our power to adopt it, and to 
send it back to the Commons for acceptance or rejection ” Never¬ 
theless, despite the fact that the Commons had approved Gladstone’s 
innovation only by a majority of fifteen. Lord Derby counselled 
acquiescence; the Lords gave way, and permitted the Commons, 
henceforward, to wield a weapon forged by the indomitable will of 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer. 

Apart from the revolution in procedure, the Budget of 1861 was Finance, 
remarkable only for the repeal of the “taxes upon knowledge” 1®®1‘1865 
One penny was also taken off the income tax, but, greatly to his 
chagrin, Mr Gladstone was compelled to assent to a loan of £0,000,000 
to be expended gradually upon fortifications In the three following 
years he did but enlarge and extend the principles affirmed in 1860. 

The success of those principles was indubitable. Despite the cotton 
famine; despite a reduction of no less than £8,000,000 m British 
exports to the United States,^ both trade and revenue exhibited 
remarkable elasticity. In the triennium 184'9-1852 British exports 
had averaged only £72,000,000; in 1858-1869 they averaged 
£119,000,000 ; in 1860-1866 no less than £149,500,000, while in the 
last year (1866) they reached a sum of £188,000,000 The total 
foreign trade which in 1860 was £875,000,000 was £534,000,000 in 
1866. In times of such abounding national piosperity Lhe people 
looked naturally for some relief from the burden of taxation ; and 
they did not look to Mr. Gladstone in vam In 1863 he took 2d. off 
the income tax, thus reducing it to 7d, and at the same time he 
reduced the ten duty from 17d. to Is.; in 1864 the income taxpayers 
weie relieved of another penny, and in 1865 of a further 2d, the 
tax being thus brought down to 4d Simultaneously the tea duty 
was reduced fiom Is to 6d. The five years 1862-1866 showed 
aggiegate remissions of no less than £13,500,000. But an abounding 
11856-1859 they aveiaged £10,600,000 , 1861-1882 only £11,600,000, 
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revenue did not make Mr. Gladstone careless either as to the equities 
of taxation, or as to the objects and aggregates of expenditure. 
Thus in 1808 he attempted, tWgh unsuccessfully, to persuade the 
House to bring charities withm the sphere of the income tax. His 
speech on that occasion contained one of the most closely reasoned 
arguments ever addressed to die House of Commons, but reason 
yielded to sentiment More important was the establishment, m 
The Post 1861, of the Post Office Savings Bank. Mr. Gladstone himself 
classed this among the most notable achievements of his pohtieal 
Bank life, and its beneficent results none can question. It provided for 
the savings of the people with safety, cheapness, and convenience; 
and It provided “the Minister of Finance with a strong financial 
arm," and secured his independence of the City “ by giving him a 
large and certain command of money ” ^ The Post Office Savings 
Bank affords one more illustration of Mr. Gladstone’s constant 
solicitude for the promotion of private no less than public economy. 
The growth of public expenditure he viewed with the gravest alarm, 
between 1853 and 1861 it bad increased from £56,000,000 to 
£72,000,000. By 1866 he had the satisfaction of having reduced it 
to £66,250,000. But it was a herculean task. “ It is more difficult,” 
he wrote to Cobden, “ to save a shilling than to spend a million.” 
He was fighting, however, for a principle which to him was not 
merely economic but ethical, and lu such a crusade there was no 
withstanding the fiery zeal of Mr. Gladstone. “ All excess in public 
expenditure beyond the legitimate wants of the country is," he 
insisted, “ not only a pecuniary waste, but a great political, and 
above all a great moral evil,” * and it was his firm conviction that the 
“ spirit of expenditure ’’ would never be exorcised and “ give place 
to the old spirit of economy, so long as we have the income tax ”.® 
How accurate was his diagnosis, how shrewd his prediction is known 
to all who have come after. But his was the voice of one crying in 
the wilderness. Neither from his colleagues nor from the House at 
large did he get effective support. Alone he did it. “ The whole of 
my action in 1859-1865,” he wrote long afterwards, “ was viewed 
with the utmost jealousy by a large minority, and a section of the 
very limited majority.” One other reform effected by Gladstone, 
Ole Ex- though dating from 1866, may be conveniently noticed here By the 
^equet A.udit Act of that year he completed the circuit of 

Audit the control of the House of Commons not merely over revenue but 
Act, 1886 over expenditure. The Controller and Auditor-General, himself the 
creature of this Act, is the pivot upon which the whole working of 
,the financial machinery now turns. He is a non-political official, 
whose complete independence is secured by the fact that his salary 
IS charged upon the consolidated fund, and that he is not permitted 

' See Gladstone’s own Memorandum ap Motley, n 62 
‘ Motley, 11 58. “ Op p fl'i 
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to sit in Parliament. All money collected by the fiscal officials— 

Inland Revenue, Post Office, and Woods and Forests Commissioners 

_^is paid into the Exchequer account at the Bank of England and 

the Bank of Ireland. Not a penny can be withdrawn from that 
account without the sanction of this potent individual, who presents 
annually to Parhament an audited account together with a report, 
in which it IS shown that the sums voted by the House of Commons 
to the several enumerated purposes have been expended strictly 
upon them and not otherwise. 

Before the Exchequer and Audit Act became law the rdgime The close 
against which Mr. Gladstone had so long chafed had for ever passed 
away. Parliament, having run for six years, was dissolved in July, stoman 
1805 The General Election which ensued increased the normal era 
majoiity of the Government from forty to sixty. But the numerical 
results were less significant than the personal. Lord Palmerston 
himself was returned for Tiverton, but the increase of strength on 
the Ministerial Benches was more apparent upon the left than upon 
the right wing John Stuart Mill, a philosophical Radical, was 
induced to become a candidate for Westminster, and was elected; 
the City returned four Liberals with Mr. Goschen at the head of 
them; and Thomas Hughes, author of Tom Brown, and a friend of 
Kmgsley and Maui ice, was returned for Lambeth Most significant 
of all: Mr. Gladstone was defeated for the University of Oxford by 
Mr Gathorne Hardy, and was promptly elected for South Lancashire 
The last real tie between Mr Gladstone and his pristine Conservatism 
was thus abruptly severed, he stood before the country an 
“ unmuzzled ” Radical. Almost at the same moment there dis¬ 
appeared the most outstanding landmark of the passing era. 

Not until the session of 1865 did Lord Palmerston exhibit any The death 
palpable sign of failing health. In June, 1864, he rode down 
Harrow for the Speeches within the hour, and on his eightieth ’ 
birthday (Oct. 20th, 1864) he spent the greater part of the day m 
the saddle, inspecting the Portsmouth fortifications. But m 1866 
he was clearly failing. His old enemy the gout flew to the bladder, 

He caught a chiU while driving out, and within two days of com¬ 
pleting his eighty-first year he suddenly passed away (Oct. 18th, 

1865). On October 27th his body was committed to the companion¬ 
ship of the mighty dead m Westminster Abbey. 

The death of Lord Palmerston had a two-fold significance. In 
the first place, it closed a great epoch in English history. More 
distinctly even than the Reform Act of 1832 it ended the era of 
Whig ascendancy—^the period during which England was ruled by a 
group of great famihes who, brought into power by the Revolution 
of 1688, were nominally dethroned by that of 1832. 

Not that Lord Palmerston was a typical Whig He was not His place 
concerned, like his colleague and rival. Lord John Russell, to exalt 
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the glories of the Revolution of 1688, nor did he share his belief in 
the divine right of the Whig families to exclusive political power. 
Still less was he a typical Tory. Least of all was he a Radical. He 
had nothing m common with the priggish Liberalism of the Ben¬ 
thamites, nor with the more democratic sympathies of some of his 
younger colleagues, 

Pohtically, indeed, it is not very easy to label him. Perhaps it 
is enough to say that his true political progenitor was George Canning, 
and that a corner of his own mantle fell upon Disraeli. Like Canning 
he was an ardent Liberal in foreign politics , n determined foe to 
continental absolutism. A devoted friend of oppressed or struggling 
nationalities, he was the creator of Belgium, the patron of Greece, 
the friend of Italy. Like Canning he was an intense believer m the 
might and the majesty of England, and in her obligation as well as 
her power to maintain the cause of justice among nations Meddle¬ 
some, high-handed and overbearmg—so he was regarded by the 
diplomatists, especially by the reactionary diplomatists of the Con¬ 
tinent. It was the inevitable judgment on one who deemed it to he 
the mission of Great Britain, in season and out of season, to succour 
the weak and defend the right. That he failed to do this in 1862- 
1868 cannot be denied. But three things must be remembered 
that Palmerston was not personally at the Foreign Office, that his 
powers were not what they had been m the ’forties, and, finally, 
that there had arisen in central Europe a diplomatist for whom 
Palmerston, even at his best, would have been no match As regards 
domestic politics he was most m sympathy with the humanitarian 
Toryism of Ins friend. Lord Shaftesbury. To this fact his tenure of 
the Home Office bore testimony It pioved, too, his excellence as 
an administrator. Bui it is as a Foreign Minister, not as a domestic 
reformer, that Palmerston will be remembered. Nevertheless, his 
removal marks the close of a distinct era in our domestic history. 
His unquestioned personal supremacy, his superb common sense and 
his unfailing tact harmonized conflicting elements and checked the 
spirit of innovation. His death liberated forces which he had more 
or less consciously controlled, and left the door open to Gladstonian 
radicalism. 

Hifl ohat- Palmerston’s death did more than close an epoch. It removed 

““t®* from the stage of English politics its most attractive, if not its most 
striking personality. As a man he was extraordinarily winning; 
perfect m temper, unfailingly good-humoured, splendidly courageous, 
invincibly optimistic. He never knew when he was beaten, and 
really beaten he never was. Confident in himself and proud of the 
confidence which he inspired in his countrymen, he was absolutely 
devoid of that self-consciousness and restlessness which tortured 
some of his more conscientious colleagues He took all the blows of 
adverse fortune with equanimity, and he never bore a grudge. 
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Dismissed from the Foreign Office m 1851, he cheerfully accepted an 
inferior post m the Coalition of 1852. On the fall of Lord Derby in 
1859 he was willing to serve under his young colleague, Lord Granville, 
though the latter had supplanted him at the Foieign Office. Such 
magnanimity is as rare in politics as it is adimrable. 

That Palmerston had the defects of his qualities is undeniable. 
Convinced of the justice of his own position, and conscious of the 
disinterestedness of England, he was too careless of the susceptibilities 
of other countries. 

In his dealings with the Sovereign he was at times impatient and 
inconsiderate. Why any one—least of all a lady—should want to 
inteifere with the business of the Foreign Office while Palmeiston 
was in control, he was—quite honestly and simply—at a loss to 
comprehend. For the Queen’s character and intellect he had a 
genuine respect, but he disliked her meddling in what he conceived 
to be his business The Queen, on her side, deplored his levity and 
was probably misled by Ins manner. He had not the gravity of a 
Peel, or an Aberdeen, or a Gladstone, Like Canning he had too much 
of the Irishman in him, and to the last he never ceased to be a school¬ 
boy. But he was more serious than he pretended to be, or let others 
suppose In Parliament for nearly sixty years, in office for nearly 
fifty, he was an indefatigable worker, and yet never let work damp 
his high spirits or affect his genial temper That was surely a gieat 
achievement. It was better than an achievement: it was part of 
the endowment of the man • the Celtic admixture in his blood and 
his splendid physical equipment. Palmerston resolutely refused to 
grow old, and he died in harness He was one of the happy few who 
are born young, and to the end he preserved the dew of his youth, 

I 
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BOOK III 

DEMOCRACY AND EMPIRE 

CHAPTER XVIII 

“THE LEAP IN THE DABK”—THE ADVENT OF DEMOCRACY 
(1806-1808) 

H as England at any tune enjoyed a better Constitution than 
that which subsisted between the Reform Bill of 1882 and 
that of 1867? Many competent judges 1 have answered this question 
with an emphatic negative. Nevertheless, that Constitution was 
about to undergo, with the concuncnce of both the great Parties m 
the State, profound modification. For many years past the ascen¬ 
dancy of Lord Palmerston had imparled to English pohlics a sense 
of stability. This tranquillity was purchased, some would affirm, 
at tlie price of legislative sterility. Be that as it may, " sleeping 
dogs ” were certainly allowed to lie 

The new It was otherwise during the period upon which we now enter, 
^Macter-^^® twenty years which followed the death of Lord Palmerston 
istics. witnessed changes far-rcachmg m scope and bewildering in rapidity 
Consequently, the England of 1885 was separated by a wide gulf 
from that of 1805 The most obvious change was the democratiza¬ 
tion of the electorate, if not of the legislature The Reform Act of 
1832 had added only 455,000 votes to the electoral roll and had in 
some cases actually operated as a measure of disfranchisement. The 
Acts of 1867 and 1884 added more than 8,000,000 Demos at last 
came into his Kingdom. 

Not less remarkable was the way in which social and industrial 
problems gradually but insistently began to demand solution. To 
this fact the Statute-book bears eloquent testimony the provision 
for elementary education (1870), the “legalization" of Trade 
Unions (187X-1876), Factory and Workshop Acts ; the Artisans’ 
Dwelling and other Public Health Acts; the Agricultural Holdings 
Acts (1875 and 1883), the Employers Liability Act (1880) are 
examples selected almost at random to illustrate this truth. 

The Irish problem, also, enters upon a new stage Almost quiescent 
since the fiasco of 1848, it thrusts itself into prominence again m 
1865 under the guise of Eenianism. The Fenian movement in¬ 
augurates a period of remedial legislation, ecclesiastical and agrarian; 
a period which culminates m the attempt, foiled by the electorate, 

'See Lecicy, Democracy and liberty, i. 18, and cf Gladstone, np. Nineteenth 
Century (November, 1877) “ As a whole oui level of public principle and public 

action were at their zenith in the twenty years or so which succeeded the Reform 
Act of 1832” 
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to alter fundamentally the constitutional relations of Ireland and the 
United Kingdom. All this is before us in the twenty years which 
ensued on Lord Palmerston’s death. 

Even more marked is the change in the sphere of foreign policy 
This was peculiarly the domain of Palmerston. For more than thirty 
years he had dominated the Foreign Office. But the ensuing period 
witnessed more than the removal of a vigorous personality. It 
revealed a profound change in the centre of political gravity. Prom 
1815 to 1865 Great Britain was pre-eminently a great European 
power In the Settlement of 1815 she had played a great part In 
the solution of the problems to which that settlement gave birth her 
voice was powerful if not predominant By 1871 these problems 
were mostly solved. Greece and Belgium had been erected into 
independent Kingdoms ; France, after trying many experiments in 
Legitimacy, in Citizen Monaichy, and m Imperialism had settled 
down into Repubhcanism ; the House of Savoy had consolidated the 
disunited Kingdoms, Duchies and Republics of Italy into a unitary 
Kingdom; all the German States, save only the German lands of 
Austria, had united in a Federal Empire under the Presidency of 
Prussia. These were the matters which bulked largest m the view 
of the diplomatists of the Palmerstonian era. Since 1871 the centre 
of gravity has shifted, more particularly foi Great Britain. Our 
concern is less with Europe than with Asia, America, and Australia. 

We are absorbed m Welt pohtik. With the beginnings of these 
momentous changes, this and the succeeding chapters will be largely 
concerned. 

The instability resulting from the removal of Lord Palmerston is Earl 
strikingly illustrated by the rapid succession of Ministries No fewer 
than four Prime Mimsters held office in the three years following 
Palmerston’s death The first of these was Earl Russell to whom, 1865-1868 
as to “ an old and tried friend,” the Queen naturally turned. But 
the change of Premier involved few changes m the Cabinet. Lord 
Westbury had resigned the Chancellorship in July in consequence of 
a vote of censure passed against him by the House of Commons, for 
certain more than ordinarily disreputable jobs The Great Seal had 
then passed to Lord Cranworth, who had held it m Palmerston’s 
first Ministry and now retained it under Russell. The Foreign Office 
was once more committed to the safe and experienced hands of Lord 
Clarendon , Mr. Gladstone became Leader of the Lower House , and 
early ui 1866 the Cabinet was remforced by two recruits, both 
destined to eminence. Lord Hartmgton, who took the War Office, 
and Mr Goschen, whose brilhant financial abihty was recognized by 
the attainment of Cabinet rank at the early age of thirty-four.^ 

^ Mr Goschen was not promoted as Mr Paul suggests (ui 3) “ as a recogmtion 
of the Radicals ”. On the contiary, he had offend^ Cobden and Bright by the 
Imperialist tone of his speech in seconding the Address in 1804, and they rather 
resented his early promotion 1 state this on the authority of a lettei written to 
me by Lord Goschen himself, and stUl m my possession 
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It was assumed on all liands that Lord llussell’s resumption of 
the first place in the Mimsti'y would be signalized by an attempt to 
reopen the question of parliamentary reform And not without 
reason. But the public mind was, in the first four months of the 
new Ministry, exercised fat less about reform than about the cattle 
plague and the methods employed by Governor Eyre and his lieu¬ 
tenants for the suppression of insurrection m Jamaica. 

Negro October, 1865, serious riots broke out among the negroes in 

iMunec- the island of Jamaica. Martial law was promptly proclaimed, and 
Jamoica insurrection, if it can be dignified by the term, was speedily and 
October,’ effectively suppressed. The Governor, Mr E. J. Eyre, had earned 
1866 the reputation, by work among the aborigines of Australia, not 
merely of a just and capable but of a pre-eminently humane ad¬ 
ministrator. The methods employed in putting down the Jamaica 
insurrection were, however, of doubtful legality and unquestionable 
cruelty. Four hundred and thirty-nine persons, including a certain 
coloured Baptist preacher named Gordon, who had been a leading 
fomenter of the rebellion, were put to death under martial law, 600 
persons, including a number of women, were mercilcs.sly flogged, and 
1,000 houses belonging to negroes were burned. As soon as the 
news reached England a loud outcry arose, chiefly oiving to the tone 
of unpardonable levity and callousness exhibited in the letters of the 
young officers employed in the suppression of the riots. A deputation 
of the usual sort, but of unusual size, w aitcd upon Mr. Cardwell, the 
Colonial Secretary. Cardwell promjjily sent out a strong Commission 
consisting of Sir Henry Storks, Governor of Malta, and two eminent 
barristers, and, pending the receipt of their report, superseded 
Governor Eyre. Parhaniciil, at the request of the Colonial Legis¬ 
lature, suspended the Constitution of Jamaica and reduced the island 
to the status of a Crown Colony (Feb 1806). The report of the 
Commissioners was published with commendable alacrity m April, 
1866. They found that the rising had been of a serious character, 
but that martial law had been continued longer than was necessary, 
that the punishments inflicted were excessive, and the burning of 
houses wanton and even cruel Eyre was consequently recalled: 
Sn John Peter Grant, a distinguished Indian Civil servant, was 
appointed to succeed him, and the island soon resumed its normal 
condition 

Governor In August, 1866, Eyre arrived in England, and at once found 
himself the centre of a storm area exaggerated abuse on one side, 
equally exaggerated adulalion on the other. The House of Commons 
adopted a resolution embodying the findings of the Commission, but 
the Government wisely declined to prosecute Eyre. Outiaged 
humanity could not, however, lei the mailer rest. A Jamaica 
Committee was formed under the Chairmanship of J S. Mill, who 
was supported by Herbert Spencer, Huxley, and Goldwin Smith. 
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On the other side Carlyle, Rusldn, and Tennyson were prominent 
members of the Eyre Defence Committee. The Shropshire magi¬ 
strates issued a warrant for the arrest of £3710 on a charge of being 
an accessory to murder, but refused to send him for trial. A London 
magistrate, however, sent for trial Lieut Brand, R N , who presided 
over the court-martial on Gordon, and Brigadier Nelson, who con¬ 
firmed the sentence But the Grand Jury, despite an exhaustive 
charge from Chief Justice Cockbum—described by Carlyle “ as six 
hours of eloquent imbecility ”—ignored the Bill. Not to be foiled of 
their vengeance, the Jamaica Committee at last (June, 1867) got a 
mandamus under which Eyre was brought up to Bow Street, and had 
the satisfaction of seeing him sent for trial. The Grand Jury ignored 
the Bill. In a civil action brought against him for damages Eyre 
was equally successful, and m 1872 the Government repaid him the 
heavy expenses to which he had been put by the various and pro¬ 
tracted legal proceedings.' Two years later he was pensioned, and 
his caieer as a public servant was thus abruptly terminated. The 
nett result was not unsatisfactory. The somewhat vindictive im¬ 
pulses of the obti usive humanitarians were foiled, but, on the other 
hand, a salutary lesson was read to British administrators m distant 
lands. They learnt, once for all, that the constitutional rights of 
British subjects, even though they belong to an alien race, are not 
to be overridden or ignoied. 

On February 6 th, 1866, the Queen opened the first session of the The new 
new Parliament elected m the summer of 1865 This was the first 
occasion on which, since the death of the Prince Consort, the Queen jneets, 
had personally taken part in the ceremony. The Speech from the February, 
Throne was not a cheerful pronouncement. It referred not only to 
the troubles in Jamaica, but to the prevalence of cattle disease in 
England and the existence of a formidable conspiracy in Ii’eland To 
the genesis and history of Femanism reference wiO be made later. 

Here it must suffice to say that the session was barely a fortnight old 
before the Government deemed it necessary to hold a Saturday 
sitting of both Houses to pass a Bill for the suspension of the Habeas 
Corpus Act m Ireland. So pressing was the danger that the Bdl 
passed through aU its stages in both Houses in one day and received 
the Royal assent in the early hours of Sunday (Feb. 17th), 

Hardly less alarming than the Fenian conspirary m Ireland was Cattle 
the spread m England of the cattle disease or Rinderpest ThisP*^S“® 
terrible scourge made its appearance among the cattle of some 
London dairymen in Midsummer, 1865. From London it spread 
with appalling rapidity: by the middle of October twenty-one 
counties in England were affected, two in Wales, and sixteen m 
Scotland. Before Parliament met in February, 120,000 cases had 
been reported, of which 90,000 had proved fatal. The measures 
taken by the executive under Oiders in Council had proved whoUy 
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inadequate, and Parliament, therefore, was compelled to legislate, 
The most effective remedy would have been the absolute prohibi¬ 
tion of the transfer of cattle by road or rail during the continuance of 
the epidemic, and the substitution of a dead meat trade for one m 
hve cattle. But for so drastic a change of custom the country was 
not in the ’sixbes prepared. In the event, the carnage of cattle by 
rail was prohibited until Maich 25th; all imported cattle were to be 
slaughtered on landing, except those from Ireland, which was entuely 
immune from disease, and provision was made for the destruction of 
all beasts actually diseased or exposed to contact. On the subject 
of compensation there was a battle royal among the economists, 
J. S. Mill and Robert Lowe leading the iival factions. Ultimately it 
was decided that m the case of animals actually stricken with the 
plague half the value, not exceeding £20, should be paid, and in the 
case of contacts, three-quarters of the value, not exceeding £25. In 
both cases the charge was to fall upon the local rates. These measures 
were effective, and the grevious murrain gradually abated. It had 
affected different parts of the country in curiously varying degree. 
Ireland was totally exempt; Wales almost entirely , it was worst m 
the Norlli-West, and on the dairy farms of Cheshire many ancient 
pastures had to he put under the plough. The total losses were 
estimated at no less than £8,500,000, but in the long run the visitation 
was not devoid of salutary results, sanitary precautions were more 
generally enforced, and dauy cattle were placed under more effective 
supervision. Epidemic disease was not confined to the herds 
Several of the months of 1806 proved exceptionally unhealthy for 
human beings, and the summer was marked by a serious outbreak of 
cholera. 

Thefin- While the agricultural interest was suffering from the cattle 

cDMof financial world was plunged into gloom by a crisis of 

1880 unusual seventy. On Thursday, May lOtli, a great firm of bill- 
discounters, Messrs. Overend, Gurney & Co., stopped payment with 
liabilities of £19,000,000. Dismay spread through the City, and the 
day following the failure of Overend & Gurney is still memorable as 
“ Black Friday ”. The crash was due to over-speculation stimulated 
by the facihties afforded by the legalization of the principle of limited 
liability. Between 1855 and 1862 there were passed a series of 
Joint Stock Companies Acts which have done much to revolutionize 
the conditions of English commerce and finance. Few Acts passed 
m the Victorian era have had more far-reaching and in some sense 
more unexpected results The first effect was an immense stimulus 
to speculation. Overend & Gurney were only one—though the 
greatest—of some 250 firms which had recently registered themselves 
under the Joint Stock Acts. The rate of discount was raised from 
8 per cent, m June, 1865, to 8 per cent in the succeeding January. 
But the warnings of the Bank were vain; the crash came in May. 
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The failure of Overend & Gurney was followed by a murrain of 
bankruptcies. The English Joint Stock Bank; the Imperial Mer¬ 
cantile Credit Association, the Consolidated Discount Company 
were among the earliest defaulters. Great railway contractors like 
Sir Morton Peto & Betts followed m the wake of the bankers and 
financiers. The Government, as in 1848 and 1857, was compelled 
to come to the rescue of the Bank. On May 11th the Bank had 
advanced over £4,000,000 to approved customers and its reserves 
were dangerously depleted. The Charter Act was accordingly 
suspended, but pubhc confidence was rapidly restored, and the Bank 
found it unnecessary to act upon the permission accorded by the 
Executive. The discount rate of 10 per cent imposed by the Govern¬ 
ment upon the Bank as the condition of additional powers of issue 
was maintained from May 11th to August 17th. Foitunately the 
crisis was financial rather than commercial, and the effects, therefore, 
were relatively transitory. But a severe shock was administered to 
the infant principle of limited liability from which it took time to 
recover. It might have been better had the recovery been even 
more gradual. 

No disasters or alarms could quench the septuagenarian affection Parlia- 
of Lord Russell for his first love. Firms might totter and herds 
decimated, Colonial Governors might execute negroes and Fenians 
might weave their webs of eonspuacy, but the bounds of freedom 
must be widened and the House of Commons be reformed. 

The question of parliamentary reform was, in the ’fifties and 
’sixties, almost entirely academic. It was raised by the a pnon 
speculations of philosophical liberalism, rather than by democratic 
demand. The machine was, by general consent, working well. Its 
legislative products, though sparse m quantity, were carefully con¬ 
ceived, and have, for the most part, stood the test of experience 
But efficient machinery is not everything. Great urban populations 
were springing up, and little was being done for their education m 
citizenship. Mostly compound householders, they were serving no 
apprenticeship to the craft of pohtics by participation m local govern¬ 
ment. Out of a total of 5,800,000 adult males in England and 
Wales only 900,000 enjoyed the parliamentary franchise. 

The new Reform BiU was introduced by Mr. Gladstone on March The Re- 
12 th. It dealt only with the franchise and was commended to the 
House as a simple and modest measure It proposed to reduce the 
borough franchise to £7, estimated on the rental not the rateable 
value, and the county franchise to £14; to enfranchise lodgers, 
compound householders, and depositors m Savings Banks who had 
had £50 continuously to their credit for two years. Finally, it 
proposed to deal with a serious and increasing danger by the dis¬ 
franchisement of Government employees in the dockyards. The 
estimate was that it would add 400,000 votes to the register. Moderate 
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as the proposals appear in the light of later events, they were 
vehemently attacked at the time as dangerously democratic. It was 
Robert Lowe who, in Gladstone’s phrase, “ really supplied the whole 
brains of the opposition During this year, indeed, " and this year 
only he had such a command of the House as had never,” even in 
Gladstone’s experience, “ been surpassed Lowe gathered 
round him a band of stalwart critics nicknamed by Bright the 
“ Adullamites ’’; ® and the " Cave ” proved formidable. Lord 
Grosvenor, one of the leaders of the " Cave,” asked the House to 
decline to proceed wii.h the franchise Bill until the scheme for re¬ 
distribution was laid before it. In a House of G31 members the 
Ministry escaped defeat on Lord Grosvenor’s amendment only by a 
majority of five (April 27th). On this iioint, therefore, the Govern¬ 
ment gave way and carried to a second loading a redistribution Bill. 

It proved to be of a very unambitious character. Forty-nine small 
boroughs were to lose a member apiece; the English county repre¬ 
sentation was to be increased by twenty-six; four additional members 
were to be given to London ; seven to Scotland , five of the largest 
cities were to get an extra member, and six new boroughs and the 
University of London were to be enfranchised for the first time, 
The aggregate number of members would, therefore, be unchanged. 

There was no real driving power, cither parliamentary or popular, 
behind the Bills, amj^on June 18th the Government were beaten by 
815 against 804i on an amendment moved by Lord Dunkellm, who 
proposed to substitute rateable value for gross rental as a basis for 
the borough franchise. In consequence of this defeat the Ministry 
at once tendered their resignation to the Queen. The Queen saw 
matters in much truer perspective than tlie Prime Minister. On the 
very day on which Russell’s Government was defeated, Prussia had 
declared war upon Austria and the German Bund. Central Em’ope 
was, in consequence, threatened with profound convulsion. In this 
war two of the Queen’s sons-in-law, the Crown Prince of Prussia and 
the Duke of Hesse-Darmstadt, were fighting on opposite sides, and 
many others of her kinsmen were in the field But it was not private 
anxieties which mainly oppressed her. Always averse to war, she 
perceived clearly the issues which this particular war must necessarily 
raise She therefore urged her Ministers to reconsider their decision 
to resign. “ In the present state of Europe,” she wrote, “ and the 
apathy which Lord Russell himself admits to exist m the country on 
the subject of reform, the Queen cannot think it consistent with the 
duty which Ministers owe to herself and the country that they should 
abandon their posts in consequence of their defeat on a matter of 
detail (not of principle) in a question which can never be settled 

‘ Morley, ii 201 

* From the Biblical plimae I'or the “ bioken men ’ ’ who rallied around David 
m the Clive of Adullain, “ Evciy one that was in distiess, and every one that was 
discontented ” 
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unless all sides are prepared to make concessions.” Lord Russell 
acknowledged the force of the Queen’s objections to a change of 
Ministry in the midst of a foreign crisis, but, overborne, perhaps by 
Gladstone,^ ultimately persisted in resignation. The Queen was 
angry and hurt at what she regarded as a “ desertion ” 

Lord Russell’s resignation brought to a close a long and dis-Earl 
tinguished career. He survived, indeed, until 1878, but during 
last twelve years of his life he took little part in public affairs, and 
his death removed only the shadow of a mighty name He had been 
a member of the Legislature with brief intermissions for sixty-five 
years. he was elected to the House of Commons two years before 
the battle of Waterloo, he vacated his place in the House of Lords in 
the year when Lord Beaconsfield brought back “ Peace with Honour ” 
from Beilin. He was recognized as the leader of the Whigs on the 
Reform question before George III died, and was admitted to the 
Cabinet in the second year of William IV. 

Did the greatness of his achievements correspond to the length 
of his service ? He was an admirable administrator, an extra¬ 
ordinarily copious legislator, and an effective debater Nor can it 
be questioned that he was at once a sincere friend of humanity and 
a genuine patriot. “ There is one thing worse,” he said, “ than the 
cant of patriotism, and that is the re-cant of patriotism ” Tins 
brilliant epigram, flung out as a retort to Sir Francis Burdett, re¬ 
flected Russell’s genuine conviction. But with all his great qualities 
and important achievements it is dilBculb to feel assured that the 
ultimate judgment of history will give to Lord Russell a place m the 
small “ first class ” of English statesmanship in which Walpole and 
Chatham, Pitt and Peel are indisputably included His domestic 
hfe was happy, and he enjoyed the affectionate regard of kinsmen 
and of friends. But to the world m general he gave the impression 
of shyness and aloofness, and he was tortured by a self-consciousness 
and restlessness which made him a difficult colleague ^ Pie was a 
keen student of literature, especially of constitutional history, and 
his own contributions to it weie not unimportant. His despatches 
and more elaborate political memoranda are stiff and pedantic m 
style, contrasting unfavourably with the trenchant duectness, the 
homely wit, and hi usque common sense of Lord Palmerston Never¬ 
theless, he played for more than half a century a distinguished and 
a transparently honourable part in the public life of England— 

^ Moiley, n 207-211 

2 Lord Selborne’s admirable 3 udgment is worth quoting, Lord Russell was 
“ very much under the Government of popular impulses , pione to sudden and 
unexpected movements and stratagems in politics , and not proof against the 
craving for power To serve under nun was easy, for he was just and generous to 
his followers, but it was difficult for luin, after he had once been a leader, to serve 
under others ambitious as he was he had the self-command to apply to 
himself the Tuavim that a wise man ought to retire voluntarily before others 
perceive that he is too old to govern ”—McmimalSi part u vol. i pp 40, 41 
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indeed of Ewope—and his retirement created a void which was not 
soon or easily filled. 

Lord On Lord Russell’s final resignation the Queen called upon Lord 
Derby’s Derby to form a Ministry. For the third time he responded to the 
Mimatry, call. He could not command, any more than he could in 1852 or 
July 0 th, 1868, a majority in the House of Commons, and he sought therefore, 
with complete constitutional propriety, to form a Ministry not 
25 th, exclusively Conservative in composition. Lord Clarendon and the 
1808 Duke of Somerset, though strongly appealed to, declined to retain 
office, and the AduOamites would not serve under Lord Derby, 
though they would have been willing to serve under Lord Stanley. 
An endeavour to secure the adhesion of Lord Shaftesbury was 
equally unsuccessful. In the event, Lord Derby was compelled to 
rely entirely on his own party. Nevertheless, the Cabinet was in 
personnel far stronger than that of 1858. Lord Stanley replaced at 
the Foreign Office Lord Malmesbury, who contented himself modestly 
with the Privy Seal, and four important recruits were included in the 
Cabinet. Lord Cranborne (the Lord Salisbury of after years) took 
the India Office , Lord Carnaivon became Secretary for the Colonies; 
Sir Stafford Northcote went to the Board of Trade, and Mr Gathorn^ 
Hardy to the Poor Law Board. Disraeli again became Chancellor of 
the Exchequer and led the House of Commons, 

Popular No sooner were the Whigs out and the Conservatives in than the 
section of them, awoke to the fact that they were 
being defrauded of their political rights. Associations and leagues 
for the promotion of parliamentary reform sprang into existence. 
The most important of them—the Reform League—having held a 
demonstration m Trafalgar Square on July 2nd, announced its 
intention of organizing another demonstration in Hyde Park on 
July 23rd. The police, acting on the oiders of the Government, 
announced that the gates of the Park would be closed on that day 
at five o’clock. Accordingly, when the procession arrived at the 
Park they found it closed against them, The leaders, having de¬ 
manded in vain that the gates should be opened, withdrew quietly to 
Trafalgar Square where the meeting was held. But, though the 
actual demonstrators departed, the mob lingered, broke down the 
railings, and swarmed into the Park itself. A conflict ensued between 
the mob and the police the guards were summoned, but before 
they could arrive the not was over and order was restored The 
League and their chairman, Mr. Beales, were anxious to test the 
legality of the action of the Government But no opportunity was 
given. The legal aspect of the matter is, howevei, clear enough. 
The Park is the property of the Crown, and the Crown can close it. 
If the public are admitted at all, there is nothing to prevent them 
from holding a “ meeting ” provided they do not otherwise bring 
themselves into conflict with the law. A Reform Demonstration 
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was held without interference in the Park in the following May 
There was a general feeling that the Government had bungled on 
this question, and they found a scapegoat in the person of Mr. Spencer 
Walpole, the Home Secretary. In May, 1867, Walpole resigned his 
portfoho to Mr. Gathorne Hardy, a distmguished lawyer who had, 
m 1865, defeated Mr. Gladstone at Oxford.^ 

Meanwhile Mr John Bright had been conducting a reform cam- The Con- 
paign in the Provinces During the autumn great meetings 
held at Manchester, Birmingham, Leeds, Edinburgh, Glasgow, andfomi*' 
many other towns. In all, a thousand such meetings were held, and 
on every side there was a clamorous demand for “ reform ” Bright 
spared no efforts to inflame it. The accession to office of Lord 
Derby, he affirmed, with questionable taste and truth, “ is a declara¬ 
tion of war against the working classes ”. 

Meanwhile the Derby-Disraeli Mimstry was anxiously considermg 
1 its position and its policy There was nothing in the recent position 
of the party to preclude them from an attempt to settle the question 
of reform. But it was their belief, as it was that of the Queen, that 
it could be settled only by consent—^by Parliament as a whole, not 
by either party. Accordingly the Speech from the Throne, m 
February, 1867, expressed a hope that the deliberations of Parliament 
on this matter would be “ conducted in a spirit of moderation and 
mutual forbearance,” and lead “ to the adoption of measures which, 
without unduly disturbing the balance of political power, shall freely 
extend the elective franchise ”. To give effect to these amiable 
aspirations the Cabinet decided to proceed not by Bill, but by 
resolution. The resolutions, thirteen m number, proved to be 
largely truistic They affirmed that the number of electors for 
counties and boroughs ought to be mcreased, that this should be 
done by reducing the value of the qualifymg tenement, and “by 
adding other franchises not dependent on such value ” ; that the 
occupation franchise should be based upon the principle of rating ; 
that the principle of plurahty of votes should be adopted; that 
“ while it IS desirable that a more direct representation should be 
given to the labouring class, it is contrary to the Constitution of this 
realm to give any one class or interest a predominating power over 
the rest of the community ” ; that redistribution of seats was ex¬ 
pedient, but that no existing parhamentary borough should be 
wholly disfranchised , that registration should be improved , biibery 
and corruption prevented, and further facilities for polling provided; 
in particular, that voters should be permitted to use poUmg-papers 
for recording their votes. 

How did the Government intend to translate these abstract 
resolutions into concrete proposals ? This was the question asked 

^ These events are described in detail and with special knowledge by Sir 
Spencer 'Walpole (a son of the Minister) —The History of Twenty-five Years, vol 
L. c IX 
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on every side, and not answered by Disraeli until February 25th. 
On that day he introduced a Bill to give effect to them. The scheme 
he then expounded was the more moderate of two schemes which 
the Cabinet had for some time past been considering. On February 
28rd—a Saturday—tlie Cabinet had agiced to the larger scheme, 
During the leisure of Sunday Lord Cranborne had discovered that it 
was too large for his taste, and on February 25th he and Lord Car¬ 
narvon refused to proceed with it. An explanation of the ministerial 
scheme was promised for Monday afternoon. The Cabinet, therefore, 
was hastily summoned. Disraeh produced his “ smaller scheme ”; 
the disruption of the Ministry was, for the moment averted, and the 
smaller scheme was duly presented to the House ^ It included four 
new and “ fancy ” franchises; a £6 rating franchise for boroughs 
and the reduction of the county franchise from £50 to £20 occupiers. 
The changes were estimated to add 400,000 voters to the register. 
As for redistribution, thirty small boroughs were to lose one member 
apiece; two additional members were to be given to the Tower 
Hamlets, twelve considerable towns such as Burnley, Barnsley, 
Croydon, Darlington, and Middlesbrough were to be enfranchised; 
fifteen additional members were to be given to counties, and one 
member to London University. 

Tlie scheme embodied m this “ Ten Minutes Bill ” was virtually 
still-born. It was coldly received by Parliament. The Conservative 
party professed a preference for tlie larger scheme; and upon the 
larger scheme, therefore, Disraeli fell back. The “ resolutions ” were 
formally withdi'awn on February 26th; the resignations of Lord 
Cranborne, Lord Carnarvon, and General Peel were announced on 
March 4th, and on the 18th Disraeli expounded to the House of 
Commons the largei scheme which had been temporarily laid aside 
in. the hope of securing their adhesion. 

It was admittedly a scheme of “ checks and counterpoises 
The borough franchise was to be associated with the direct payment 
of rates; every householder paying rates and having resided for two 
years was to have a vote; every one who paid £l m direct taxes 
(other than licenses) was to have a vote; if he were also a rate¬ 
paying householdei he was to have two votes. Besides these quali¬ 
fications there were to be three others an education franchise, a 
second based upon the possession of funded piopexty, a third on that 
The Bill of a deposit in a savings bank. It was estimated that more than 
011887 1 ,000,000 voters would m all be added to the hoiough constituencies. 

In counties the rating qualification was to be £15 in place of a £50 
rental, which, together with the “lateral” franchises, would add, it was 
estimated, 880,000 voters to the county legister. The redistribution 
proposals were identical with those propounded on February 25th 

^ The inner history of these proceedings was blurted out by Sir John Pokington 
when seeking rc-election — Cf. Annual Register (r8C7), p 81. 
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These revised pioposals were received with favour by the bulk of 
the Conseivative party, with caution by Mr. Gladstone, and with 
strong opposition by Adullaniites like Lowe and by the extremer 
Tories such as Su W Heathcote and Mr. Beresford Hope After 
two nights’ debate the Bill was read a second time without a division, 
but not before Mr. Gladstone had indieated the scope of the amend¬ 
ments upon which he and his party would insist, if with their consent, 
the Bill were to become law. 

A lodger franchise must be inserted, the fancy franchises and 
the dual vote must go ; the distinction between classes of rate-paying 
householders must be abolished; the county franchise must be 
further reduced ; the scheme of voting papers dropped, and the 
redistribution part of the scheme enlarged. 

The later parliamentary career of this famous measure is extra- The Bill 
ordinarily complicated The confusion arises mainly from the atti-'"^°“^‘ 
tude towards the question of the two protagonists. To the casual 
observer that of Disraeli appears simply reckless and unprincipled; 
that of Gladstone hesitating and cautious. Whether closer examina¬ 
tion will confirm this view remains to be seen. This much at least 
IS certain . that the Radical leaders, Gladstone and Bright, were not 
at that time prepared for household suffrage “ In all our boroughs,” 
said the latter, “ there is a small class which it would be much better 
for themselves if they were not enfranchised, because they have no 
independence whatever. ... I call this class the residuum ” ^ “ We 
did not wish,” wrote the foimer in a retrospective Memorandum, 

” to make at once so wide a change as that involved in a genuine 
household suffrage (always in our nunds involving county as well as 
town) . so we adhered to our idea of an extension, considerable 
but not violent, and performing all it promised ^ Disraeli, on the 
contrary, was not in the least afraid of a leap into the darloiess of 
household suffrage, provided he could carry with him a sufficient 
number of his own party. With superb ingenuity, he led them to 
the brink of the abyss by dangling before them the “ checks and 
counterpoises ”—in other words the “ lateral ” extension of the 
suffrage, and the exclusion of the compound householder. In tactics 
he was always more adroit that his rival; and never were the con¬ 
trasted endowments of the two men more clearly displayed than in 
this session of 1867. 

Before the House got into Committee on the Bill the Radical 
leaders decided to move an Instruction to the Committee which 
would have had the effect of excluding Bright’s residuum from the 
suffrage Such a motion was in complete accord with then settled 
convictions, but it was a grave tactical blunder. A Radical “ cave ” 

—^known as the “ Tea-room party ”—rapidly formed itself, and the 

^ Speech on second reading Bright did not soon hear the last of the TBSiduwn 
Morlty, u 224 
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Instruction had to be abandoned ' But Mr. Gladstone was not to be 
moved from his set purpose He tabled a senes of amendments of 
wbieh the two most important were : (1) to delete the distinction 
between direct and indirect ratepayers, and thus admit to the 
franchise “ compound householders " , and (2) to fix an inferior 
limit of £5 rating value and thus exclude all the householders, whether 
ratepapers or not, of the very lowest class. Gladstone moved the 
first of these amendments on April 11th, supporting it on the ground 
that the Bill as it stood would do little for the enfranchisement of the 
working classes in towns, since the occupiers of two-thirds of the 
houses under the value of £10 were compounders. The debate 
revealed the confusion and perplexity into which members of all 
parties were plunged by the cioss currents of opinion, and particu¬ 
larly by the complications of the “ compound householder On 
the one hand extreme Tories described their leader’s proposals (not 
unti'utlifully) as at once niggardly and lavish, timid and rash. On 
the other, extieme Radicals resented the restrictive amendment, of 
which their leader had given notice. The House generally did not 
want a change of Ministry, involving an inevitable dissolution and 
did want the settlement of a tiresome and difficult question. 

In the event, Gladstone was defeated on his first amendment by 
a majority of twenty-one. The result was a staggering blow to his 
personal prestige and was a conspicuous triumph for the tactics of 
his rival. But the irony of the situation was that the result was 
achieved meiely by the action of the “ Tea-room party,” who defeated 
then leader’s first amendment because they disliked his second. , 

The , The Eastei recess followed immediately upon the defeat of Mr. 

Easter Gladstone. It was not unnatural that he should, for a moment, 
have contemplated retirement from the leadership of his party. The 
party was notoriously rent by insubordination and intrigue, while 
the leader exhibited a combination of profound earnestness and 
nervous irritability which matched ill with the sardonic imperturb¬ 
ability of his great rival Two things, perhaps, dissuaded Mr. 
Gladstone from a step which at this stage of his career might have 
been irrevocable. One was the rising tide of democratic fervour m 
the country and the othei was the generous encouragement of John 
Bright * 

The later The triumph of the Tories was short-lived. In the later stages 
of the Bill the Liberals had it all their own way One by one the 
counterpoises went by the board, the dual vote and the lateral or 
fancy franchises wei'e abandoned, the two years’ qualifying resi¬ 
dence was reduced to one, a lodger franchise was inserted ; the 
rating qualification for the county franchise was reduced from £15 lo 
£12; the voting paper device was deleted. One great difficulty 
remained; one barrier still stood between the Bill and household 
' See Morley, ii 282 
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suffrage sans phrase —^the compound householder.^ This was the last 
remnant of Conservatism left in the Bill.® On this point it seemed 
impossible that Disraeli could yield, nor did he. His face was saved 
by the amendment of Mr. Hodglanson, who proposed to solve the 
difficulty by getting rid of “ compounding ” altogether This solu¬ 
tion was accepted by the Government and by the House, the 
franchise was made m this way to rest upon the principle of personal 
rating.® Nevertheless, the Bill had become a Bill for “ household 
suffrage, pure and simple,” and there was justice in the plaint of 
Lord Cranborne that it represented a negation of all the principles 
professed by his party. 

Several interesting amendments were proposed by J S Mill; one 
for the enfranchisement of women was received with some hilarity, 
and was rejected by 196 to 73 , but John Bright and Henry Fawcett 
were with Mill m the minority. Other amendments were intended 
to provide for the representation of minorities, and in particular to 
recommend Mr. Hare’s scheme for proportional representation The 
reception of these was sympathetic but discouraging and they were 
withdrawn It was, however, decided to give a third member to 
Manchester, Liverpool, Leeds, Glasgow, and Birmingham, and a 
proposal, made in the House of Lords by Lord Cairns, that m these 
boroughs and m the three-member counties ^ electors should be per¬ 
mitted to vote only for two candidates was, despite the strong opposi¬ 
tion of Mr Bright, accepted by the Commons. But this was the only 
crumb of comfort vouchsafed to minorities. 

The “ Redistribution ” clauses were also considerably amended 
Taken in conjunction with the Reform Bills for Scotland and Ireland 
(1868) the nett result was that 6 boroughs returning two members 
each, and 5 boroughs returning one, were totally disfranchised, and 
35 other boroughs lost one member each. Thus 62 seats were set 
free for redistribution. Of these the boroughs got 22 additional 
members, the counties 27, London University 1, and the Scotch 
Universities 2 The aggregate numbers of the House remained 
therefore constant. 

The Representation of the People Bill received the Royal assent 
on August 15th, 1867. 

A word may be added as to the Scotch and Irish Reform Bills 
which became law in 1868. The Scotch Bill followed the same lines 
as the English, except that the occupation franchise for counties 

^ I e a tenant whose rates are paid (under composition) by the landlord. 

^ The account given of the process of amendment is logical, but not chiono- 
logical 

° Even this did not last more than two years “ Compounding ’ ’ was restored 
m 1869 by 32 and 38 Viet, c 41 

* It may be interesting to recall the fact that the effect of this provision was 
to give a “ imnority ” Liberal to the seven counties concerned, and to Liverpool; 
to give a “ mmority ” Conservative to Manchester, and occasionally to Leeds and 
Glasgow. Birmingham regularly returned three Liberals 

11 



294 


‘‘THE LEAP IN THE DARK” 


[1885. 

■was fixed at £14 instead of £12. In Ireland the county qualification 
already stood at £12, and -was not, therefore, altered in 1868, the 
qualification m boroughs was reduced from £8 to £4, the latter being 
the inferior limit of direct ratepayers. Lodgers were a dmitted on the 
same terms as in England—^£10 a year rental for unfurnished rooms. 

The Re- Such was the parliamentary reform legislation of 1867-1868. The 
magnitude of the change effected none can gainsay. In all some 
1,080,000 persons were enfranchised. In the towns, notwithstanding 
the original disclaimer of the principle, the Act meant the adoption 
of “ household suffrage pure and simple ”. Loud were the predictions 
of impending disaster. “ The bag which holds the winds,” said Mr. 
Lowe, “ will he untied, and we shall be surrounded by a perpetual 
whirl of change, alteration, innovation, and revolution." “Your 
repentance,” he told Disraeli, “ bitter as I know it will be, -will come 
too late.” Even the Conservative Premier admitted that the Act 
was “ a leap in the dark ” 

Disraeli’s His brilliant lieutenant was entirely unrepentant. There was 

conduct indeed truth as well as point in General Peel’s bitter avowal that the 
proceedings m reference to the Reform Bill “ had taught him three 
things—first, that nothing had so little vitality as a ‘ vital point ’; 
second, that nothing was so insecure as ‘ security,’ and third, that 
nothing was so elastic as the conscience of a Cabinet Minister” 
Similarly the splenetic sage of Chelsea might bewail the “ shooting 
of Niagara ” and might denounce “ the superlative Hebrew conjuior, 
spell-binding all the great Lords, great parties, great interests of 
England to his hand and leading them by the nose like helpless, 
mesmerized somnambulant cattle to such issue Such tirades left 
Disraeli quite unmoved His personal triumph was complete, and 
in his speech on the third reading that note is clear. Five Ministries 
—Lord John Russell’s, Lord Aberdeen’s, Lord Palmerston’s, Lord 
Derby’s, and Lord Russell’s again—had attempted to settle the 
question and had failed What was the position of the Con¬ 
servative Government on taking office m 1866 ? They were un¬ 
pledged as to details, but they had always claimed that the 
question of reform was open to them no less than to their 
opponents. In 1867, indeed, they had no choice. “ Having to 
deal with this question and being m office with a large majority 
against us, and finding that Ministers of all colours of party and 
politics with great majorities had failed to deal wiLh it successfully, 
and believing that another failure would be fatal not merely to the 
Conservative party, but most dangcious to the country, we resolved 
to settle it if we could ” Under these circumstances was it not the 
only reasonable course “ to take the House into council with us and, 
by our united efforts and the frank communication of ideas, to attain 
a satisfactory solution ” ? ^ For himself Disraeli had always held 
^ Lord Beaconsfleld, Selected Speeches, vol. i pp. 607-628. 
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that if the question were tackled at all it must be tackled boldly . 
that if the settlement of 1832 were upset there was no restmg-place, 
m the boroughs, short of the aceeptauee of “ the principle of rated 
household suffrage Can anyone now doubt that in this Disraeli 
was right ? Why then did he not m the fiist instance produce a Bill 
based on this principle ? This was obviously a question not of 
principle, but of Cabinet and parliamentary tactics. His colleagues 
were aware of his opinions; they had accepted the principle of 
household suffrage in 1859,^ though it may well be that nothing but 
a tactical movement would have induced either the party or the 
House to take the final plunge. The Act of 1867 gave precise ex¬ 
pression to Disraeh’s life-long convictions. The peroration of his 
third reading speech in 1867 echoes the language and reasserts the 
principles of Comngsby. For an oligarchy, whether of landlords or 
merchants, Disraeli had nothing but contempt; like Bolmgbroke, he 
believed in a “ Patriot King ” and he desired to see his monarchy 
“ broad based upon the people’s will ” That he was unscrupulous in 
the choice of means may be admitted; that he lacked principle, or 
was false to his convictions, can be asserted only by those who have 
not been at pains to understand the one or probe the other ® 

It may be convenient before leaving the reform question to notice iSejado! 
briefly three changes of some importance which followed hard upon°^^® 
the enactment of the Bill of 1867. In 1868 the Lords abandoned a 
privilege, long enjoyed, of voting by proxy, and concurred with the 
Commons m transferring the trial of election petitions from the 
House of Commons to the judges In 1872 vote by ballot was 
substituted for open voting 

Such were the questions upon which the minds of Englishmen Canadian 
were for the most part concentrated m the late ’sixties. Relatively 
unnoticed was the passage of a Bill of infinitely larger significance ® 

While politicians at Westminster were wrangling over the £10 lodger 
and the compound householder, men of English blood across the seas 
were initiating an experiment, immensely important in its immediate 
aspect, and pregnant with still wider possibilities for the future. 

That experiment was embodied in the British North America Act of 
1867, and laid the foundation of the Canadian Federation of to-day. 

An achievement so remarkable demands a chapter to itself. 

1 and p 010 

“Dr J. F Bnght is an honourable exception to the historians of his school ; 
e/ Ormlh of Democracy, p 428 ef aUo Mr Walter Sichel s bnlhont study of 
Dmaeh (Methuen & Co, IGOO). 

’ The Annual Register for 1867 devotes four pages to the British North Amenctt 
Act, about 100 to “ Reform " 
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CHAPTER XIX 


The two 
Canados 


COLONIAL AND FOREIGN POLICY THE D051INI0N OF CANADA 

Unique '^HE Constitution of the Dominion of Canada is, in one respect, 
of Cana^'" ii^ique among those of the federal type. It represents the 
dian ' result of forces in part centripetal, but in part also centrifugal. It 
federalism satisfied the aspirations of the British Colonies in North America—or 
most of them—for closer union, and at the same time the separatist 
tendencies which had long been manifest in the two Canadas them¬ 
selves The two movements, the one disintegrating, the other 
federal, came to a head with curious simultaneity in 1801. 

Long before that time, however, it had become apparent that 
neither the Union Act of 1840 nor the attainment of responsible 
Government was destined to register the final stage in the constitu¬ 
tional evolution of British North America. For this lack of finality 
there were several reasons, among which two were of pie-eminent 
validity. On the one hand, there was obviously much m common 
between the disunited British Colonies : Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, 
Prince Fidward Island, and, more particularly, New Brunswick and 
Upper Canada, on the other hand, there were many elements of 
disunion between the united Colonies of Upper and Lower Canada. 
The latter were, as a candid historian puts it, “ obviously ill-matched 
yoke-fellows Lord Durham had perceived the fact twenty years 
earlier. But he found it an argument not for Federation but for 
Union. “ The French,” wiote Lord Durham, “ lemain an old and 
stationary society in a new and progiessive world In all essentials 
they are still French ; but French in every respect dissimilar to those 
of France m the present day. They resemble rather the French of 
the Provinces under the old rdgiine.” ® But while Quebec was 
rigidly Conservative, not to say reactionary, Ontario was both, m a 
political and economic sense, eminently progressive. Ontario was 
anxious to attract population ; the French Canadians, though them¬ 
selves prolific, were fearful of losing their identity, and discouraged 
immigration. Consequently the balance of population between the 
two Provinces rapidly shifted Quebec m 1841 numbered 691,000 
people, Ontario could claim only 463,000; by 1861 the latter had 
increased to 1,896,000, the former only to 1,111,000.“ Race, religion, 
and tradition all combined to keep apart two peoples who had never 
really united 

The Man- Among the Maritime Provinces there was, on the contrary, a 
^wnoes strong movement towards closer union, and in 1864 the Legislatiues 

^ Greswell, Canada, p 104 

" Durham, Report, vol u p 31 (cd 1012, Clarendon Pvcaa). 

‘ Greswell, op. oit ,p. 104 
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of Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and New Brunswick agreed 
to hold a Convention for the purpose of discussing the project. 
Meanwhile m Canada a constitution^ deadlock had been solved only 
by the formation in June, 1864, of a Coalition Ministry, pledged to 
address themselves m the most earnest manner to the negotiation 
for a federation of all the British North American Provinces. In 
pursuance of this pledge the Canadian Government sought and 
obtained permission to send delegates to the Convention called by 
the Maritime Provinces. It met at Charlottetown on September 
1 st The project of the larger federation rapidly took shape, and in 
October a second Convention assembled at Quebec Before the 
month was out the Delegates had agreed upon seventy-two resolu¬ 
tions, which formed the basis of the subsequent Act of Federation.^ 
Alexander Galt, George Brown, and George feienne Cartier must 
share with John A. Macdonald the credit of this remarkable 
achievement; but to Macdonald it belongs in pre-eminent degiee. 

He lumself would have preferred to go even farther, believing that “ if 
we could agree to have one Government and one Parliament, legislat¬ 
ing for the whole of these peoples, it would be the best, the cheapest, 
the most vigorous, and the strongest system of Government we 
could adopt.” But he realized that his own ideal was unattainable. 

Neither Lower Canada nor the Maritime Provinces were willing to 
suriender their individuality; they were prepared for Union, but 
not for Unity, and Macdonald expressed his belief that in the 
resolutions they had “hit upon the happy medium,” and had 
devised a scheme which would give them “ the strength of a Legis¬ 
lative Union, and the sectional freedom of a Federal Union, with 
protection to local interests ”. 

Many difficulties were encountered, many jealousies had to be 
appeased, but the scheme was eventually approved by the two 
Canadas, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick; and m December, 1866, 
delegates from these Colonies met under the Presidency of Lord 
Carnarvon—then Colonial Secretary—in London A Bill embodying 
the details agreed upon in this Conference was submitted to the 
Imperial Parliament, and on March 29th, 1867, the British North 
America Act received the Royal assent. It came into operation on 
July 1st of the same year. 

The Canadian Dominion represents the first Federation m world Features 
history, under the legis of a Constitutional Monarchy. The preamble 
of the Act lays it down that the Dominion Constitution was to be fejjjjalism 
“ similar in principle to that of the United Kingdom ” In other 
woids, the Constitutional Conventions, attained after long centuries 
of evolution in the unwritten constitution of the motherland, were 
presupposed in the statutory Instrument devised for the daughter- 
land. 

' Cf, Egerton, Federations and Unions in the British Empire, pp. 27 et seg 
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The executive power was “ to continue to be vested in the Queen, 
and m the heirs and successors of Her Majesty, Kings and Queens 
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland On this point 
Macdonald laid great stress. “ With the universal approval of the 
people of this country we have provided that for all time to come, so 
far as we can legislate for the future, we shall have, as head of the 
executive power, the Sovereign of Great Britain.” His hope was in 
this way to avoid “ one defect inherent m the Constitution of the 
United States. By the election of the President by a majority and 
for a short period, he never is the Sovereign and chief of the nation. 
... He IS at best but the successful leader of a party. ... I believe 
that it IS of the utmost importance to have that principle recognized, 
so that we shall have a Sovereign who is placed above the region of 
party; to whom all parties look up; who is not elevated by the 
action of one party, nor depressed by the action of another ; who is 
the common head and Sovereign of all ” 

Tlie Sovereign of Great Bntain was to be represented in the 
Dominion by a Governor-General, who was to have the ordinary 
powers of a “ Constitutional ” Sovereign m the English sense, the 
command m chief of the armed forces of the Crown , and the light 
to appoint and, if necessary, to remove the Lieutenant-Governors 
of the Provmces of the Dominion. He was to be aided and advised 
by the Queen’s Privy Council of Canada. It was clearly understood 
that this body was to be a Parliamentary Cabinet on the English 
model; homogeneous in composition, mutually responsible, politically 
dependent upon the parliamentary majority, and acting in subordina¬ 
tion to an acknowledged leader But though this was understood, 
and indeed implied by the terms of the preamble, it was not specific¬ 
ally set forth in the Constitution There was not even a provision, 
such as that m the Australian Commonwealth Act, that the members 
of the Privy Council should be members of the Legislature The 
number of this Cabinet has varied with the growth of new adminis¬ 
trative departments, and now (1912) consists of fifteen members. a 
Premier-President of the Cabinet; a Secretary of State (virtually 
Minister for Foreign Affairs); a Postmaster-General, and twelve 
ministerial heads of public departments such as Trade and Commerce, 
Justice, Finance, Railways and Canals, Labour, Militia, and Defence. 

Legislative Powei was vested in a Parliament for Canada, con¬ 
sisting of the Queen, an Upper House or Senate, and a House of 
Commons. The Governor-General was authorized to asseut in the 
Queen’s name to Bills presented to him in the two Houses, or to 
withhold the Queen’s assent, or to reserve the Bill for the significa¬ 
tion of the Queen’s pleasure Bills to which the Governor-General 
had assented might be disallowed by the Queen, by Order in Council, 
at any time within two years after the receipt of an “ authentic copy 
of the Act ” by the Secretary of State. Bills reserved for the Queen’s 
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pleasure were not to come into force unless and until, within two 
years from the day on which it was presented to the Governor-General 
for the Queen’s assent, the Governor-General signified, by speech or 
message to each of the Houses of the Parliament or by proclamation, 
that it had received the assent of the Queen in Council ^ That such 
reservation was no ma’e form is clear from the fact that between 
186'?' and 1877 no less than twenty-one Bills were actually reserved.® 

The Federal Parliament, like the Union Parliament erected in 
1840, was to consist of two chambers. Under the Union Act the 
Second Chamber of Legislative Council was to consist of not fewer 
than twenty persons nominated by the Crown for life But the 
nominated Second Chamber was not a success, and m deference to 
an agitation, moie or less persistent, it was decided, in 1856, to 
abandon the nominee system. The existing members of the Council 
were to be left undisturbed, but vacanaes as they occurred were to 
be filled by election. The experunent of 1856 was not more successful 
than the nominee system which it superseded.® 

The Federal Act of 1867 reverted to the principle of nomination. The 
The Senate, as then constituted, was to consist of seventy-two Senate 
members, and was, like that of the United States, to embody and 
emphasize the federal idea. Quebec, Ontario, and the Maiitime 
Provinces (Nova Scotia and New Brunswick) were to be equally 
represented in the Senate, twenty-four members being nominated 
from each But in subsequent amendments this principle has not 
been maintained An Act of Imperial Legislature, in 1871, authorized 
the Dominion Pailument to provide for the due representation in 
the Senate of any Piovinces subsequently admitted to the Federation. 
Under these poweis four Senators each have been assigned to 
Manitoba, Alberta, and Saskatchewan, and three to British Columbia. 

The Act of 1867 provided (§ 147) that Prince Edward Island, if it 
elected to join the Federation, should have four Senators, but m this 
event the senatorial lepresentation of the other Maritime Provinces, 

Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, was to be automatically reduced 
to ten each. The contemplated event having since ocemred, the 
Senate now consists of eighty-seven members apportioned to the 
several provinces in accordance with the Acts enumerated above. 

Subject to this apportionment, Senators were to be nominated 
for life by the Governor-General—in practice on the advice of his 
responsible Ministers A Senator was to be {a) of the full age of 
thirty years , (6) a British subject, (c) a resident in the Province for 
which he was appointed, and (d) possessed of real property of the 
nett value of not less than four thousand dollars within the Provmce. 

^ Bnlisli North America Act (1807), iv 66, 57 

“ Cf Egcrlon, op cut p 137 After 1877 the practice was altered For 
reaaona, see Can Sess Papers 1877, No 13 (cited by Egerton) 

“ C} .1. A R MaJ'iiott, Second Chambers, pp 98 seq., from which this and the 
succeeding paragiaphs. are summarized. 
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He may at any time, and under certain contmgencies must, resign 
his seat. 

No direct provision was made in the Act for a deadlock between 
the two Houses, but power was given to the Crown to nominate 
three or six additional Senators, representing equally the three 
divisions of Canada. In 1878 the Canadian Cabinet advised the 
exercise of this power, but the Imperial Government refused to 
sanction it, on the ground that it was not desirable for the Queen 
to infeifere with the Constitution of the Senate, “ except upon an 
occasion when it had been made apparent that a difference had arisen 
between the two Houses of so serious and permanent a character that 
the Government could not be carried on without her intervention, 
and when it could be shown that the limited creation of Senators 
allowed by the Act would apply an adequate remedy 

It will be observed that the Canadian Senate is a cross between 
seveial principles which, if not absolutely contradictory, are clearly 
distinct. Consequently, it has never possessed either the glamour of 
an aristocratic and hereditary chamber, or the strength of an elected 
assembly, or the utility of a Senate representing the federal as 
opposed to the national idea. Devised with the notion of giving 
some sort of representation to provincial interests, it has, from the 
first, been manipulated by party leaders to subserve the interests of 
the central Executive “ 

The The House of Commons was to consist of 181 members, 82 being 

O nmm nnn ^ssigucd to OntaTio, 66 to Quebec, 19 to Nova Scotia, and 16 to 
New Brunswick. Quebec was always to retain 66 members, the 
representation of the other Piovinces was to be readjusted after each 
decennial census, but in such a way that the representation of each 
Province should bear the same proportions to its population as 65 
bears to that of Quebec.® The House of Commons was to sit foi five 
years, and was to have the right of originating money Bills, on the 
sole recommendation of the Executive. Otherwise the powers of 
the two Houses were to be co-ordinate. 

Provincial In each Province there was to be a Lieutenant-Governor, ap- 
Governor-General and assisted by an Executive 
Council, the Legislature was to consist of two Houses in Quebec, 
New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and one m Ontario.** Certain matters 
were specifically assigned to the Provincial Legislatures, but the 
residue of powers was vested m the Dominion Parliament. This is 
a feature of primary importance, and it is one which differentiates 
the Canadian Constitution alike from that of the United States, and 

1 Canadian Sess Papers, 1877, No 08, ap Hgertoh, p 120. 

’ The conipoaition of the Senate was amended by the British North America 
Act (1016) For details see Marriott, Second Chamber (2nd edition, Oxfuid, 
1927), pp 04-101, 

’ The number is now 246 

• All the Piovmcial Legislatures are now (1912) milcaincial except Uiose 
ol Quebee and Nova Scotia. 
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from that of the AustraKan Commonwealth. In the latter it is the 
federal authority to which certain special powers are delegated by 
the constituent states, and any power which is not so delegated 
remains vested in the State. The Canadian solution of this crucial 
problem is an mteresting memorial to the historical circumstances 
under which the Constitution came to birth. Macdonald, as we 
have seen, and many of his more mfluential colleagues would have 
preferred a legislative union. They were baffled by “ the centrifugal 
nationalism of Quebec But, though accepting the inevitable, 
they were resolved to infuse into Canadian federalism as much of 
unitary cohesion as Quebec would tolerate. 

The original constituent Provinces of the Dominion were, as Growth of 
already indicated, Quebec, Ontario, New Brunswick, and Nova^^*"^"®' 
Scotia, but provision was made m the Constitution for the admission pedera- 
of other Colonies or territories ; in particular Newfoundland, Prince tion 
Edward Island, and British Columbia. Newfoundland has continued, 
in pnde of birth, to stand aloof from her younger sisters,^ but hardly 
had the British North America Act come into force (July 1st, 1867) 
when resolutions were adopted m the Dommion Parliament m favour 
of the Union of Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory. Before 
the Crown could give effect to these resolutions a preliminary arrange¬ 
ment had to be reached between the Dominion Government and the 
Hudson Bay Company. The latter agreed, in consideration of the 
sum of £800,000 and certain reserved tracts of land, to surrender its 
territorial rights to the Crown, and by Order m Council (June 23rd, 

1870) Rupert’s Land and the North-West Territory were admitted to 
the Union, In the same year the Provmce of Manitoba was carved 
out of the Territory, and was formally admitted a member of the 
Dommion, with representation according to population m the Canadian 
House of Commons, and three Senators m the Upper House These 
arrangements were confirmed by an Act of the Imperial Parliament ® 
in 1871, and by the same Act the nght of the Dominion Parliament 
to cstabhsh Provinces in new territories forming part of the Dominion 
was made clear, A subsequent Act of 1886 ^ gave the Canadian 
Parliament power to provide representation m the Senate and House 
of Commons for territories not yet included m any Province ® In 
1905 two further Provinces, those of Alberta and Saskatchewan, were 
carved out of the North-West Territory, and were admitted with 
appropriate representation into the Dominion. Long before that, in 
1871, British Columbia had taken advantage of the provision made 
m the Act of 1807, for its admission to the Dominion, and by Order 

I Goldwin Smith, Canada and The Canadian Quesiion, p 158 

“ In 1805 Newfoundland made overtures for umon, but they were not accepted 
by the Dominion. 

• 84 and 35 Vict c 88 

•’ Egerton, op cif, p 167 


49 and 50 Viot. e 86 
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m Council (May 16th, 1871) its admission was formally ratified. 
Prince Edward Island was similarly admitted in 1378. 

The Red As yet, however, the Great Dominion was very loosely compacted. 
Biver Between the Maritime Provinces on the Atlantic littoral and the 
Maritime Province wluch occupies the Pacific slope there intervened 
more than 3,000 miles of territory. A word must be said presently 
of the initiation and completion of the great Impenal enterprise 
which has now linked these together in bonds of steel. Intermedi¬ 
ately it IS proper to notice a small military expedition arising out of 
the incorporation of the Hudson Bay Territory, That incorporation 
was not enfarely popular with the French Canadians and half-breeds 
who inhabited the country. In 1870, a young French Canadian, 
Louis Riel, collected a band of Indians and half-breeds, attacked the 
stores of the Company at Fort Garry on the Red River, and pro¬ 
claimed himself President of the Republic of the Nortli-West. It 
was a transient ebullition of discontent, and it was dealt with 
promptly and successfully. Colonel Garnet Wolseley was despatched 
from Toronto in command of a mixed force of 1,400 men, composed 
partly of Imperial troops, pai’tly of Canadian Militia, The march 
from Toronto to Fort Garry was a difficult one of more than 600 
miles, but thanks to the foiesight, caution, and skill of Colonel 
Wolseley it was accomplished without the loss of a man. No fighting 
was necessary, the “ President ” fled into the United States before 
Wolseley arrived at Fort Garry (August); order was completely 
restored, and the objects of the expedition were fully attained at a 
trifling cost of £100,000 The scale of the operations was small, but 
the skill with which they were earned out gave promise of poweis on 
the part of the commander abundantly redtiemcd by a brilliant future 
The Cana- The Red River rebellion did not interrupt the work of expansion 
Pa^c consolidation in Canada, To that work the construction of a 
Railway trans-contincntal railway was an indispensable adjunct. It was 
indeed a condition of the union between Canada and British Columbia. 
“ The Government of the Dominion,” so the agreement ran, “ under¬ 
take to secure the commencement simultaneously, within two years 
from the date of the umon, of the construction of the railway from 
the Pacific towards the Rocky Mountains, and from such point as 
may be selected east of the Rocky Mountains towards the Pacific, 
to connect the seaboard of British Columbia with the railway system 
of Canada; and further, to secure the completion of such railway 
within ten years from the date of such union.” 

The work of construction ought to have begun m 1878. As a 
matter of fact various delays interposed, and it was not until 1880 
that the great enterprise was actually initiated. The contract 
stipulated that it should he completed by 1801, but so rapid was the 
progress that the work was finished in half that time, and the line 
was opened in 1886. 
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The Canadian Pacific Railway is from every point of view_ 

political, economic, and strategic—of the highest significance, and 
deserves to rank among the most imposing Imperial achievements 
of the century. Its terminals are at Montreal and Vancouver 
respectively; its total length of line is 2,909 mdes, or about half 
the distance which separates Liverpool from Vancouver Of the 
engineering diEB.culties encountered m its construction some idea may 
be gleaned from the fact that it crosses the Rocky Mountains at an 
elevation of 3,560 feet. It was the work of private enterprise, but 
in order to expedite and encourage its construction the Dominion 
Government granted to the Company a subsidy of £3,000,000, 
together with a land grant of 25,000,000 acres, and the privilege of 
permanent exemption from taxation. No privilege could, however, 
be too great for an enterprise of such high Imperial significance. To 
enable the farmeis of Western Canada to feed the mill-hands of 
Lancashire and the miners of South Wales; to bring Liverpool 
within a fortnight of Vancouver ; to unite in commercial and political 
bonds the Pacific slope and the Atlantic littoral—^this was the purpose 
and this was the achievement of the Empire-builders who planned 
and constructed the Canadian Pacific Raih'oad. Of the work of fed¬ 
eration that raihoad was at once the condition and the complement. 

A Government which could in one session place upon the Statute- Poreigr 
book two such measures as the Reform Act of 1867 and the British 
North Ameiica Act had good reason to congratulate itself on its 
legislative record. Ministers were not less fortunate in their manage¬ 
ment of foreign affairs. 

The sequence of events winch culminated in the Seven Weeks’ 

War of 1866 has been indicated in a previous chapter The rapid 
and overwhelming success achieved by the armies of Prussia took 
the world by storm. But the Prussian victory did more than exclude 
Austria from Germany, it profoundly affected the balance of power 
in Europe. France, in particular, was quick to realize its significance 
In the autumn of 1863 the Emperor Napoleon and Bismarck had 
met in friendly conference at Biarritz. The French Emperor had 
then fallen an easy prey to the disarming bluntness of the German 
diplomatist. 

At Biarritz Bismarck had secured Napoleon’s benevolent neutral¬ 
ity in the coming struggle with Austria by the promise, not too 
definite, of territorial compensation—^perhaps a Rhine Province, or 
Luxembm-g, or even Belgium Napoleon had swallowed the bait, 
and had allowed Bismarck to make his plans for the destruction of 
Austria But the rapid and complete success of Prussia entirely 
upset his calculations He imagined—as did every one else—^that 
the contest would be prolonged and mdecisive, and that, after the 
exhaustion of both combatants, he would be able to step in and 
secure the appropriate reward of a benevolent and impartial arbitrator. 
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Instead of this he found hnnself at the close of the brief but decisive 
conflict a humble suitor to Bismarck for an unconsidered trifle. His 
first suggestion was the Rhemsh Palatinate. Bismarck laughed in 
his face, and sent the correspondence to Bavaria, to whom the 
Palatinate belonged. The only result was to detach from France an 
hereditary friend, and to cement a Prusso-Bavarian alliance, which 
proved its value in 1870. A demand for Belgium—^perhaps stimu¬ 
lated by Bismarck himself—had no better results for Napoleon but 
was equally convenient for Bismarck. The coricspondence, pub¬ 
lished at the psychological moment m 1870, served to alienate 
English sympathies from their whilom ally. Luxemburg remained. 
Luxem- The situation of the Grand Duchy of Luxemhurg was peculiar, 
burg An integral part of the Germanic Confederation, it was ruled by the 
King of Holland whose possession of the Grand Duchy was guai- 
anteed by a treaty, concluded m April, 18.39, between Gient Britain, 
France, Austria, Prussia, Russia, and the Grand Duke of Luxemburg. 
Its capital was a fortress of tiiie fii’st class, and the Grand Duchy 
occupied a strategic position of great importance The presence of 
a Prussian garrison was a disquieting fact for Holland and Belgium, 
and a real menace to Fiance. Foiled elsewhere by Bismarck, Napoleon 
opened negotiations with William of Holland as Grand Duke for the 
purchase of Luxemburg. The Grand Duke was not unwilling, but 
the Dutch Cabinet appealed to Prussia who referred them to the 
Treaty of 1839, 

The position of the signatory Powers was thus directly challenged, 
enceln and in May a conference met in London. The tact and caution of 
London Stanley, backed by the Queen’s personal intervention with the 

King of Prussia, brought about a speedy and satisfactory settlement. 
The Prussian garrison was to be withdrawn ; the fortifications of 
the city of Luxemburg were to be demolished , no military estab¬ 
lishment was to be maintained or created there for the future, and 
the Grand Duchy itself was to be neutralized under the ]omt guar¬ 
antee of the five Powers 

An awkward corner had been skilfully turned It would not 
have turned so easily had Bismarck been quite ready for the inevit¬ 
able war. But if he was not ready, still less was Napoleon The 
latter, baffled on every side, now tried to persuade himself and his 
friends that no territorial “ compensation ” was really necessary; 
and that Prussia had been in reality weakened rather than strength¬ 
ened by recent events, The accuracy of his diagnosis was to be 
tested by happenmgs not distant. Meanwhile, his own prestige 
suffered a further and a slaggciing blow from the defeat, capture, 
and execution of his prot^gd the unhappy Emperor Maximilian in 
Mexico 1 (June 19th, 1867). 

' In the foregoing paragiaplis I borrow a low senteiiecs from my Remaking 
of Modern Europe (Methuen & Co , 4th etUi, 1011). Hoth there and here, I owe 
much to Lord Acton’s brilliant Essay, 
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After a session unusually arduous and prolonged Parliament was Expedi- 
prorogued on August 21st. The Royal Speech contained an ominous , 
reference to commumcations “ to the reigning Monarch of Abyssinia, 
with a view to obtain the release of the British subjects whom he 
detains in his dominions These communications proved in¬ 
effectual, and in less than three months’ time the two Houses 
were summoned to meet for the purpose of making provision 
for an armed expedition to effect the release of the captives at 
Magdala. 

The events which led up to this ddnouement must be briefly 
related. The story is typical of Enghsh relations with semi-civdized 
potentates and peoples. An English traveller, Mr. Plowden, reported 
to the Foreign Secretary, Lord Palmerston, on the opening for 
English trade and on the opportunity for philanthropic effort offered 
by a neglected portion of the surface of the great sub-tropical con¬ 
tinent Caught by the idea of extending Biitish interests, and at 
the same time of curtailing the traffic m slaves. Lord Palmerston 
appointed Mr. Plowden Consul at Massowah (1848). Not content 
with his routine functions in the island, Mr Plowden plunged into 
the domestic politics of Abyssinia. For some ten years he was the 
right-hand man of the chief King or Negus of Abyssinia. The latter, 

King Theodore, an ambitious potentate, who claimed descent from 
King Solomon and the Queen of Sheba, desired the assistance of the 
Great White Queen against his Egyptian enemies, who threatened 
him on the north, and the Turks who were troublesome neighbours 
on the east. Plowden was killed m a fray m 1860, and a Captain 
Cameron was appointed to succeed him. Lord John Russell was less 
expansive than Lord Palmerston m his interpretation of Consular 
duties He peremptorily forbade Consul Cameron to meddle in the 
domestic politics of Abyssinia, and ordered bim to attend to his own 
business, or rather that of his employers, at Massowah. But King 
Theodoie was still sanguine as to the results of an alliance with 
England, and in 1862 addressed a personal letter to the Queen 
requesting that he might be allowed to send a mission to her Majesty’s 
Court. By an error destined to be costly. Lord Russell left the 
letter unanswered, contentmg himself wnth renewed orders to Consul 
Cameron to mind his owm business. Unluckily for himself and for 
his country, Cameron disobeyed orders, and in 1864 Theodore, 
impatient for an answer and deeply resentful of the slight involved 
m the neglect of his overtures, flung Consul Cameron and all the 
Europeans within his reach into captivity m the Rock Fortress of 
Magdala. Between this capital and the coast lay four hundred 
miles of mountainous and trackless country, A formal mission 
under Lieutenant Prideaux and Mr. Rassam, a Syrian Christian m 
the Enghsh service, was despatched to Magdala to demand the 
relief of the captives. But King Theodore was defiant, and the only 
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result of the mission was that Pndeaux and Rassam joined the band 
of captives in Magdala 

The matter now began to assume a serious aspect The number 
of captives was insignificant—^not more than thirty in all—but three 
of them were British subjects, and of these two at least had been 
entrapped in the execution of their duties as official representatives 
of the British Government. To repeated remonstrances and requests 
King Theodore paid no heed, and in the spring of 1867 Lord Stanley 
sent an ultimatum to Magdala. A preliminary survey of the ground 
which an expeditionary force would have to traverse was made, and 
in August, 1867, the Government decided to despatch it. Abyssima 
was treated as within the sphere of Indian politics, Bombay was 
selected as the base of the expedition, and Sir Robert Napier, 
Commander-in-Chief at Bombay, was appointed to the command. 
No better choice could have been made. 

In January, 1868, Napier landed near Massowah, at the head of 
a foree of 12,000 men, of whom two-thirds were drawn from the 
Indian army. The mam difficulties ahead were those of country, 
climate, and transport, but no risks were taken; the whole expedi¬ 
tion was scientifically planned and carried tlirough with exemplary 
attention to detail. By April, 1868, Napier and an advanced force 
found themselves before Magdala, and on the 10 th they swept aside 
the only serious opposition they encountered. Five hundred of the 
enemy were killed and 1,600 were wounded. Nineteen Englishmen 
were wounded, but not one was lulled, Theodore then released the 
captives unharmed, but refused to sm-render liis capital, Napier was 
accordingly compelled to storm a fortress of immense natoal strength. 
The assault was entirely successful. Theodore died by his own hand, 
and Magdala was destroyed. 

Napier’s task was accomplished, British honour was vindicated, 
the captives were free Within a week the expedition was on its 
way back to the coast Abyssinia was left severely alone ; the army 
received the thanks of Parliament, and its Commander was raised to 
the Peerage ns Baron Napier of Magdala. The compliments were 
well deserved. The scale of the expedition was relatively small, but 
the skill with which it was planned, and the precision with which it 
was carried through, reflect the highest credit upon the Commander 
and his subordinates. 

A considerable portion ol the cost was charged, not without 
protest from Mr. Henry Fawcett, upon the revenues of India; but 
even so, the British taxpayer had to find £8,000,000 to extricate a 
meddlesome Consul from a pit digged by himself. 

Disraeli Before General Napier had reached Magdala a change of some 
^cceeds significance had taken place in the English Ministry. Lord Derby 
Prune ° resigned office m February, 1868, and “ Vivian Grey ” reigned in his 
Minister stead. That Disraeli should be the next Premier was, after his long 
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and brilliant services to his party, inevitable, that he should ever 
have been called or permitted to render those services may well seem 
inexplicable. The changes in the Cabinet consequential upon Lord 
Derby’s retirement were few. Lord Chelmsford was dismissed from 
the Woolsack “ without ”, as he complained, “ even the usual 
month’s notice,” to make room for Sir Hugh Cairns, one of the 
greatest lawyers, and one of the most eminent statesmen, who ever 
filled that high office. Disraeli was replaced at the Exchequer by 
Mr George Ward Hunt, a Tory Sqmre, with a fund of common sense 
and an excellent head for business. 

Lord Derby survived his retnement httle more than a year. His Death of 
death in 1869 removed from the stage almost the last of the early 
Victorian veterans. A devoted Churchman; an excellent scholar; 
a successful translator of Homer; appropriately commemorated in 
the University of which he was Chancellor by a scholarship which is 
the guerdon of pure classical attainment; a brilliant debater, and a 
sound administrator, Lord Derby never attained to the first rank of 
statesmanship. His best official work was done before he reached 
middle life: as Irish Secretary under Lord Grey, and at the Colomal 
Office under Grey and Peel As Leader of the Conservative Party 
circumstances were against him. He stood for “ Protection ” in the 
heyday of the Manchester School, and although he was thrice Prime 
Minister of England he was never in power 

To his immediate successor he bequeathed no easy task. For Disraeli’s 
about ten months Disraeli remained in office; hut as long as thejj^^ 
session lasted (until July 80) it was Gladstone who was m power 
Reform Bills for Scotland and Ireland were, as already mdicated, 26th- 
added to the Statute-Book with the assent of both Parties, Apart 
from this Disraeh could do httle to guide the course of legislation. 

It was Gladstone who proposed and carried a Bill for the abolition of 
compulsory Church rates; it was Gladstone who carried, against the 
whole strength of the Government, a resolution m favour of the 
disestablishment of the Established Church m Ireland 

That resolution marks the opening of a new epoch m the history 
of Ireland, and a new chapter m that of England. 
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CHAPTER XX 


THE IRISH QUESTION- ECCLESIASTICAL—AGRARIAN—POLITICAL 

Thelriali T7R0M the days of Queen Kizabeth to those of Queen Victoria 
pioblemV X’ the Irish problem has resoVed itself into three mam-factors: 
the constitutional relations between the larger and the smaller island; 
the existence in Ireland of an established Protestant Chm'ch,i power¬ 
less to conciliate the affection or ^en the goodwill of a population 
devoted to Roman Catholicism; [^d an agrarian system,,alien in 
origin, feudal in legal theory and supprimposed upon tribal institu¬ 
tions deep-rooted in the memory and the instincts of the people.^ 
With all these factors British statesmen found themselves compelled 
to deal dm mg the last decades of the nineteenth century. 

The' jiroblem had aheady been attacked in fragmentary fashion 
m the first half of the century; the removal of Roman Catholic 
disabilitles\ (1829); the Church Temposahties Act (1833); the 
Maynooth Act (1846); the foundation of the Queen’s Colleges (1845); 
the appointment of a Commission, under the chairmanship of Lord 
Devon, to enqpire into the land question (1843), the Encumheted 
Estates Act (18i9); the Repeal movement under O’Connell (1888 
et seq.); the “ Young Ireland ” movement, culminating in the 
abortive rebellion of 1848—all these testified to the existence of a 
problem or a sheaf of problems still unsolved. 

Calm sui- Between the fiasho of 1848 and the Fenian conspiracy (1865- 
Iilsh'poli there was a calm), almost continuous, in Irish politics. It was 
tics, 1848- the calm, however, not of placid happiness and contentment, hut of 
1865 exhaustion and despair: of exhaustion due to the famiii^ and the 
exodus; of despair after the abortive rebellion of 1848. But though 
the surface was unrufSed there was m old Ireland an unceasing 
ground-swell of discontent, an^. in the new Ireland which gradually 
grew up on the other side of the Atlantic there was an acute and 
dangerous agitation. In that agitation Fenianism had its birth 
For the twenty years after the outbreak of Fenianism (1865-1887) 


the Irish question was never permitted to slumber ; m Parliament 
legislative proposals of great complexity and importance almost 
continuously occupied attention , in Ireland symptoms of unrest and 
disloyalty manifested themselves with alarming frequency, and 
bafded the efforts of well-meanmg administrators. Essentially, the 
problem was the same as that which had distracted English counsels 
for three centuries • it revolved around the land,[he Church, and 
the Constitutional relations. 

FenlaniBm The first guise under which the perennial problem obtruded itself 
was that of Fenianism. The genesis of the movement which, with 
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characteristic felicityi'adopted this Celtic label i is to be found in the 
exodus which followed \close upon the great famine. Not ail the 
benevolent, though sometimes misdirected activities of Enghsh 
administrators could induce Irishmen to regard the famine otherwise 
than as a crime perpetrated by England against Ireland. Coroners’ 

]UTies were but re-echoing '^he sentiment of the people at large when 
they brought in verdicts of wilful murder against “ John Russell, 
commonly called Lord John, Russell In 1841 the population of 
Ireland was 8,175,124 ; it isXnow less than 4,600,000, and it is un¬ 
deniable that for good or ill, it^was the famine which gave the initial 
impetus to this depopulating movement. In the half-decade between 
1846 and 1851 nearly a million people died m Ireland, and over a 
million people left the country. \In the decade between 1852 and 
1861 another million (1,123,000) enhgrated and found a home for the 
most part in the States of the American Union. How well they 
prospered and how tendeily their hemts turned towards the Ireland 
they had left behind is attested by tlm fact that between 1848 and 
1864 the Irish-Americans sent home a siun of no less than £13,000,000 
to enable their relatives to follow them toi the United States. 

Among the Irish emigrants were notV few fiercer spirits, who 
nounslied feelings of bitter resentment agaiW the stern step-mother 
who, as they believed, had made them exileAfrom their native land. 

These men kept alive the revolutionary temper in Ireland itself, 
and m many parts of the country, particularly\^m the small towns of 
the South and West, secret societies were established In May, 

1858, James Stephens, one of the survivors of t(ie ’48, who had for 
years been m exile, visited the little town of SlubbWeen in the County 
Cork At Skibbereen Jeremiah Donovan, afterwards known as 
O’Donovan Rossa, and other young men had lately founded the 
Phoenix National and Literary Society. The aims\ of the Society 
were revolutionary; its members were pledged to\ work for the 
establishment of an independent Republic on In^h soil. The 
meetings and drillings which they organized in the West of Ireland 
weie well known to the Government, and in December, 1858, twenty 
leading members of the Society were suddenly arrested.\ A special 
commission was issued for the trial of the prisoners ; on\ of them 
was sentenced to a long term of penal servitude, the othfej^’s after 
some months’ imprisonment were liberated on bail. The Phmmx 
conspiracy was scotched in Ireland, but operations were transferred 
to the other side of the Atlantic. \ 

While James Stephens was busy m fomenting conspuaeV in The Irish 
Ireland, another survivor of the ’48, John O’Mahony, was actively 
organizing the Fenian Brotherhood in America The Society was 
skilfully organized; each member was acquainted only with his 

* The “ Fenians ” were the warriors who lu the prehistoric days of Irish legend 
followed the great tiihal nionai chs. 
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immediate superior in the hierarchy ; seerecy was maintained and 
obedience was implicit 

The close of the American Civil War (1865) gave the signal, as it 
offered the opportunity, for the opening of the Eenian attack, In 
that war had fought, on both sides, thousands of Insh-Amencans. 
Some hod attained distinction, all had gamed CKperienoe; that 
expenende they were now burning to utilize in a cause more im¬ 
mediately their own 

Fcniiinlsm Meanwhile, the English Government had kept under close obset- 

In Irelimfl vation the doings of the lirotherhood in Ireland. In September, 
>1805, the Dublin police laidcd the offices of the h ish rcople, a paper 
devoted to tlie piopaganda of I'enianism; they arrested the pro¬ 
prietor Donovan and the directors, seized the plant and suppressed 
the paper. Shortly afterwaids Stephens also was arrested but, 
through the corauvance of Fenian gaoleis, he effected his escape from 
Richmond prison. He remained in hiding for some months in 
Dublin and was then smuggled out of the country and was never 
recaptured. Meanwhile, Donovan and his associates were arraigned, 
before a special Commission, on a charge of tieason-fclony, and were 
sentenced to long terms of penal servitude. That they were engaged 
in a conspiracy to “ subvert the government of the country ” is not 
open to question, After theii arrest the police discovered abundant 
evidence that it was widespread and might become formidable In 
February, 1800, the Irish Executive, Loid Wodehouse (afterwards 
Eail of Kimbeiley), Lord Chancellor Drady, and Mr, Chichester 
Forteseue, came to the conclusion tliat they could no longer be 
responsible for the government of the country unless they were 
entrusted with exceptional powers The Cabinet concurred, and on 
February 17th, 1866, an Act for the suspension of the Habeas Corpus 
Act was passed through both Houses and received the Royal assent.' 
Events proved that the apprehensions of the Castle were well founded, 
nor can it be doubted that the prompt action of the Government 
averted both danger and suffering from Ireland. The Irish-Americans 
hastily decamped to pursue their activity elsewhere. As far as 
Ireland was concerned Femaiusm was scotched if not killed. In 
February, 1867, there was an attempt at insurrection in County 
Kerry, and for a month or two there were sporadic outbreaks m 
different parts of Ireland ; but the movement never attained seiious 
dimensions. Some 300 Fenians were arrested, put on their trial for 
felony or treason-felony, and two of the leaders were sentenced to be 
“ hanged, drawn, and quartered,” but no one actually suffered death. 
Fenianism Ireland, however, was not the main theatre of Feniamsm A 
in Canada fevz months after Donovan and Ins companions had passed into the 
obscurity of penal seivitude, 1,200 of then brethren raided the 
Canadian frontier, crossed the Niagara River and occupied Fort Erie, 
' Cf supra, p. ZS3. 
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The successW the enterprise depended entirely, of course, on the 
measure of sympathy and support it might obtain from the United 
States. Of support it received none. The behaviour of the 'Wash¬ 
ington governipent was disappointingly “ coriect ” ; strict neutrality 
was enforced, the Canadian volunteers and police did the rest 
The main body’of raiders was driven back across the frontier; six 
of the leaders w^e captured, tried by court-martial and shot. No 
further trouble wa® experienced in Canada. 

Such importande as Fenianism really possessed lay m its influence In Eng- 
upon Bnghsh opini'i^n That influence was powerfully exerted 
the events of 1867. '>^The alarms were frequent throughout the year castle 
Of the first of the seri&s Chester was the scene. The Castle contained 
9,000 stands of arms, ‘4,000 swords, 900,000 rounds of ammunition, 
besides a large amount\^of powder m bulk and the armoury of the 
militia and volunteers. \It was garrisoned by half a dozen soldiers 
of the 64th Regiment I^is supposed that the plan was to seize the 
Castle, to cairy off the st'i^res, aims, and ammunition; to cut the 
telegraph wires and tear U|) the rails, then make aU speed for 
Holyhead, seize some vesselsyn the harbour, and descend upon the 
L'lsh coast. Had it not beeh for the promptitude of the police, 
magistrates, and citizens of Ch'lesler the plan might have succeeded, 
and the country would have in^prred ridicule if not danger. From 
the early hours of Monday, Febmary Hth, bands of young men, 
from eighteen to twenty-five years of age and “ apparently of the 
laboiu'iiig and operative class,” ^ began to pour into the city by train 
from Liverpool, Preston, Manchesto,^ Halifax, and other neighbour¬ 
ing towns. By Monday evening ther^ were said to be 1,500 of them 
in the city. The authorities in Chester acted with commendable 
promptitude. By one o’clock on the afeernoon of Monday a company 
of the 54th Regiment arrived from Manchester, the volunteers and 
other citizens were enrolled as special cdnstables , Lord Grosvenor 
left London by the mail on Monday nigl^t and put himself at the 
head of his Cheshire Yeomanry on Tuesday morning, and at 10.45 
A M. on the Tuesday (Feb 12th) a battalion of Scots Fusiliers arrived 
by special train from Euston. After the arriival of this strong rein¬ 
forcement the citizens of Chester breathed aWin: the mysterious 
strangers disappeared as quickly as they had eWe, and by Tuesday 
evening the scare was at an end \ 

Some of the Chester visitors may have taken boat for Ireland. 

At any rale, seventy suspected Fenians were Vrrested on their 
arrival m Dublin on board the Alexandra from Holyhead and the 
S Columha from Liverpool, on the mormng of Wedmsday the 13th. 

On the 14th there was a rising in County Kerry, and for twenty-four 
hours there was much alarm at Killarney. But on me arrival of 
reinforcements the Fenians took to the mountains, ana on Friday 
1 The Times, Februaiy 12th, 1867. 
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evening (Feb, 16th) llie Times correspondent was able to telegraph 
from Dublin . " All danger is over and tlie country quiet 
The Man- In the autumn of the same year (1807) Manchester was the scene 
cheater qJ Fenian outrage of exceptional audacity. Eaily m September 
“ the Manchester police had arrested two men suspected of intent to 
commit a felony, and subsequently identified as two notorious 
Fenian officers, Colonel Kelly and Captain Densy. On the l8th 
they were remanded by the magistrates, and ns they were being 
taken back to gaol the prison van was attacked by a band of forty 
to fifty Fenians armed with revolvers. Policc-Scrgcant Brett in 
charge of the van beliaved with the utmost gallantry, refused to 
surrender his keys or his prisoners and was killed by a shot fired 
tlrrough the look; others were wounded. The rescue was successful, 
Kelly and Deasy made good their escape, but of the rescuers twenty- 
nine were ultimately arrested Five men, William O'Meaia Allen, 
Michael Laikin, William Gould, Thomas Maguire, and Edwin Shore, 
were put upon their trial for the murder of Sergeant Brett All five 
were convicted and sentenced to death, Maguire and Shore were 
subsequently reprieved, but on November 28rd the other three 
The suffered the extreme penalty of the law The trial and the execution 
olSi unusual amount of interest; the youth of the prisoners; 

martyrs ” the audacity of the deed for which they were to suffer , the absence 
of any murderous intent; the sorrow expressed by all for the fate of 
their innocent victim Brett; them courageous demeanour m the 
dock, the vigorous agitation for a reprieve , the apjjrehension of an 
insurrection on a serious scale—all combined to invest the trial and 
execution of the " Manchester martyrs ” with a. halo of romance, and 
to remove from the ordinary category the crime for which they for¬ 
feited their lives. That the forfeiture was just none can deny. But 
the murder which in law they committed was neither intentional nor 
sordid, and the sentiment which still surrounds their memory in 
Ireland is, if not admirable, at least intelligible 
TheClerlt- The execution of the Fenians at Manchester was followed early 
^ December by a number of demonstrations m honour of the 
“Martyrs,” at Manchester itself, at Dublin, Cork, Liiperick, Mitchels- 
town, and other Irish towns. Much more important, however, than 
these “ demonstrations,” m its ultimate results, was the attempt to 
liberate two Fenian prisoners from the Clerkenwell House of Deten¬ 
tion. Planned by the same organization as the Manchester outiage, 
the Clerkenwell explosion differed from it in caUous indifference to 
human hie Here, as at Chester, the authorities were warffed , but 
in this case they culpably failed to avert the attack. On the aftprnoon 
of December 13th a terrible explosion oeeuiied m CorporatioihRow 
overlooking Clerkenwell Gaol. A considerable length of the prison 
wall was blown down ; houses in tlie vicinity were destroyed , sevetaJ 
persons were killed outright; several others died from shock, aniK 
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about one hundred were more or less severely injured. A number of 
persons were charged with treason-felony and one man was ultimately 
hanged. 

The scare at Chester, the sporadic outbreaks in Ireland, the 
audacious outrages in Manchester and London, operated powerfully 
upon public opinion. On the one hand there was an unflinching 
determination to maintain public order; hut on the other there was 
an increasing disposition to inquire whether the Fenian movement, 
though undeniably criminal in itself, might not be the outcome of a 
discontent at once legitimate and remediable. One eminent states¬ 
man was, as the sequel will show, converted to this view. 

The Government, however, wer^not m a position to deal effectu- The posi- 
ally with any subtle or difficult problem. Mr. Disraeli was in office 
on sufferance, and the debates in >both Houses soon made him ™ 
acutely conscious of the fact \ 

The first business of Parhament after the Christmas recess was to 
renew the suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act in Ireland. There 
was, however, a consensus of opmion that remedies at once more 
drastic and more curative would have to be applied. Speaking at 
Bnstol m January, Lord Stanley, whose position in the Government 
was second only to that of Disraeli, had declared with emphasis that 
“ Ii'eland is the question of the hour ”. Its material condition was 
not bad, “ yet it would be idle to deny that discontent is very widely 
spread, that disaffection is not infrequent, and that there is a portion 
of the population . . . who regard their connection with England as 
a burden rather than a benefit ”. On Mai’ch 16 th Lord Mayo, the 
Chief Secretary, made to the House a statement of ministerial policy 
Like Loid Stanley he admitted that, despite a marked increase of 
mateiial prosperity, there was “ much disaffection and even dis¬ 
loyalty ” To Feniamsm he attached httle importance , it was not 
a native but an American product The Government intended to 
bring forward an Irish Reform Bill (a promise speedily '^Ifilled); a 
Land Bill, dealing with compensation for improvements, extended 
forms of leasing for limited owners, and the encouragement,of written 
contracts between landlords and tenants, a measure for'the more 
efficient management of Irish railways, and another for the improve¬ 
ment of elementary education and the establishment of a' Roman 
Catholic University. They also proposed to appoint a Commission 
to enquire into the relations between landlord and tenant in Ireland. 

As to the most difficult question of afl, the position of the Established 
Church m Ireland, the Government intended to await the Report; of 
the Commission appointed in 1867 at the instance of Lord RusshU. 

“ But neither on this nor on the land question could a satisfactory 
settlement be obtamed by confiscation. Policy and justice might\ 
demand the equahzation of Church Establishments in Ireland, and \ 
Protestants were not disinclined to consider any fair proposal for 
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that purpose, But it must be done by the process of levelling 
upwards, not dowiV^^'ds; the destruction of the Irish Church would 
not conciliate one enemy, while it would alienate many friends.” 

Mt GM- What precisely did Lord Mayo mean by “ levelling upwards and 
stone and downwards ” ? If was generally taken to point towards “ con- 
Oiurch" current endowment,” though the interpretation was subsequently 
repudiated. But, whatiiyer it meant, Mr. Oludstone would have 
none of it. He definitely told the House that in his opinion the 
time had come when the Anglican Church in Ireland must cease to 
exist as an Establishment, and the principle of religious equality 
must he definitely accepted, His mind had for some time been 
moving m this direction. In 1805, 1800, and 1807 the House had 
been asked to consider the question, and on the last occasion 
Gladstone declared that the “time is not far distant when the 


Mr Glad- 
stone’s 
resolu¬ 
tions 


Parliament of England . . will fee| it its duty to look this question 
fully and fairly in the face ”. It wd^ not. 

On March 23i'cl, 1808, Mr Gladstone gave notice of his intention 
to move three resolutions on the subject. The terms of the resolu¬ 
tions were as follows; “ (1) That in the opinion of this House it is 
necessary that the Estabhshed Church of Ireland should cease to 
exist as an establishment, due regard being had to all personal 
interests and to all individual rights of property (2) That, subject 
to the foregoing considerations, it is expedient to prevent the ci cation 


of new peisonal interests by the exercise of any public pationagc, 
and to confine the operation of the ICoclcsmstical Commissioners of 
Ireland to objects of immediate necessity or involving individual 
rights, pending a final decision of Parliament. (8) That an humble 
address be presented to Her Majesty, humbly to pi ay that, with a 
view to the purposes aforesaid. Her Majesty will be graciously pleased 
to place at the disposal of Parliament her interest in the Tempoialities 
m Archbishoprics, Bishopries, and other ecclesiastical .dignities and 
benefices in Ireland and in the custody thereof ” \ 

The Prime Minister at once agreed to afford facilrties for the 
discussion of the resolutions, and on March 80th Mr' Gladstone 
moved that the House should go into Committee to consider them. 
As an amendment Lord Stanley moved that the question ouMit to be 
reserved for the decision of a new Parhament, The amendment was 
defeated by a majority of sixty (880 to 270), Gladstone’s moti«m was 
affirmed by a majority of fifty-six, and exactly a month later (April 
30th) the first resolution was carried by 880 votes against 265\ 
Position The significance of this vote was cleaily apprehended by Disrami’s 
Govern ™ the Prime Minister made a formal, tlioqgh 

ment™ unambiguous, announcement as to tlieir position. He tmd 

the House that he had placed the resignation of his Ministry at tlte 
disposal of the Queen, and had suggested the alternative of a dissoluV 
tion, that the Queen had refused to accept the resignation, but had 
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promised to dissolve Parliament as soon as the interests of public 
business would peripit. The announcement was received with 
marked disfavour. Gladstone hotly demed the right of the Ministry 
to force a dissolution,\and deprecated the use made by Disraeli of 
the Queen’s name. Hfe was, in fact, all impatience to go through 
with the work to which he had now set his hand, and to the general 
principle of which the House of Commons h-ad already assented. 

That the new constituencies, just coming to the birth, had not been 
consulted on this or any o-^her question, seemed to him a matter of 
secondary importance. Ik was ultimately agreed, however, that 
the registration should be expedited and an election held on the new 
register in November. \ 

To the second and thir^ resolutions practically no opposition TlieSua- 
was offered, but the House awaited with some curiosity the answer 
which the Queen would be advised to make to the third It was ^ 
promptly forthcoming (May I'^lh) and proved to be entirely “ cor¬ 
rect ”, “ Relying,” says the Queen, “ on the wisdom of my Parlia¬ 
ment, I desire that my mtorestk in the Temporalities of the United 
Church of England and Iieland'un Ireland may not stand m the 
way of the consideration by PaHioment of any measure relating 
thereto m the present session” \ 

Thereupon, Mr Gladstone m accordance with the terms of the 
third resolution, immediately (May u4th) intiodiiced a Bill suspend¬ 
ing until August 1st, 1869, the exei;cise of the public ecclesiastical 
patronage in Ireland The second r^ing was carried (812 to 258) 
before the month was out, and the Bill after slight amendment was 
sent up to the Lords There, after a isjnlhant debate in which Lord 
Derby took an animated part, the Bill tsras rejected by a majority of 
ninety-five (102 to 97). The decision ^n the whole matter would 
now rest with the electorate. A 

The verdict was pronounced with the last possible delay. Parlia- General 
ment was dissolved by proclamation on Nm-ember lllh, and before 
the end of the month Demos had spoken. In the event, the Libeials 
found themselves in a majority of 115-12Q\in the new House of 
Commons^ Gladstone failed to secure le-e^Jc^tion in South-West 
Lancashire, but had taken tlie precaution \lo\ be nominated for 
Greenwich, where he was returned Lord Hartington was defeated 
in North Lancashire and had to take refuge\in\Wales. Disraeli 
accepted the verdict of the constituencies as finaiv ahd did not await 
the meeting of Parliament before placing his resigimlitjn m the hands 
of the Queen (Dec. 1st) The man who had “ shot l^iagara ” was 
not afraid of setting a democratic precedent,“ and re is undeniable 
that by prompt lesignation he consulted both his o^n dignity and 

1 Estimated strength of parties Liberals 887, Conservatives 271, but some 
efitiniatpa give tlie Liberals a few more 

^ Lord Goderich similarly resigned id 1828, but he nevez sal in Parliament at 
all as Prime Minister 
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the interests of the country. It was high time that the Minister m 
office should also be ui power. 

Glad- The Queen charged Mr. Gladstone with the formation of a 
OratMin December 5th he went down to Windsor 

istiy with a provisional list of the Cabinet colleagues. His first act was 
to offer a place in the Cabinet, but without portfolio, to his old chief 
Lord Russell, who declined it. The Cabinet as eventually formed 
was one of great individual ability. Lord Clarendon returned to the 
Foreign Office and remained there until his death (June 27th, 1876) 
Lord Granville led the House of Lords, first as Colonial and after¬ 
wards as Foreign Secretary. Sir Roundell Palmer, with one exception 
the greatest of living lawyers, disapproved of the disendowment, 
though not of the disestabliahment of the Church in Ireland. Pre¬ 
ferring principle to place, he declined the Woolsack, which was 
given to Sir W. Page Wood (Lord Hatherley). Earl de Grey and 
Ripon became President of the Council; Lord Kimberley, Lord 
Privy Seal; the Duke of Argyll, Secretary for India, and Lord 
Hartington, Postmaster-General. Mr. Bruce went to the Home 
Office, Mr Childers to the Admiralty, and Mr Goschen to the Poor 
Law Board; but perhaps the most interesting appointments were 
Mr. Cardwell to the War Office, Mr Robert Lowe to the Exchequer, 
and Mr Blight to the Board of Trade. The Premier was anxious to 
have Bright at the India Office, but he was with difficulty persuaded 
to take office at all, and two years later he was compelled, owing to 
ill-health, to rel.ire—not, however, before he had learnt to respect 
and admire liis Royal Mistress, and had inspired her with similar 
sentiments towards himself. Mr. Chichester Fortescue, as Chief 
Secretary for Ireland, was included in the Cabinet; Lord Spencer, 
who became Lord Lieutenant, was not, nor was Mi;. W. E. Forster 
who, as Vice-President of the Council, was to be responsible for one 
of the most important legislative achievements of the new Govern- 
' ment ^ 

The new If it be true that the death of Lord Palmerston marked the close 
mentT'ond ^ English history, it is not less true that a new epoch 

the new opened by the election of the Parliament of 1868 and the forina- 
Ministry tion of Mr. Gladstone’s first Mmistry. The personnel of the new 
House of Commons differed essentially from that which it displaced, 
reflecting the change WTOught by the Act of 1867 in the electorate. 
Even more remarkable was the fact that the Act of 1832 was at last 
beginning to tell on the personnel of the Executive. About half 
Ml’. Gladstone’s Cabinet belonged to the class which had ruled 
England since 1688; “ it contained also one or two successful lawyers; 
but nearly half the Cabinet were men of different tradition and 

1 Admitted to the Cabinet, July 1st, 1870 

* An analysis of Cabinets down to 1867 will show how closely they conformed 
to the oligarchol type of the eighteenth century. 



1878] the IRISH CHURCH 817 

environment • Goschen was personally a typical Oxonian, but in tbe 
councils of the nation he represented the City; Bright and Forster 
were admirable specimens of tlie Northern manufacturers ; Cardwell 
and Lowe were alike Wykehamists, Oxonians, and barristers, but 
the latter’s experience had been mainly Colonial and journalistic, 

■while Childers owed his reputation almost entirely to administrative 
work in Australia. 

“ My mission,” said Mr. Gladstone on being summoned to power, The Irish 
“ IS to pacify Ireland.” He embarked upon the mission with char- Church 
acteristic Vehemence and vigour. He had already declared that the 
three branches of the “ upas tree ” were the Church, the land, and 
education. To the first he applied the axe in the session of 1869. 

That he had received, m modern phrase, a “ mandate ” to deal 
with the Established Church in Ireland is not open to question. 

His conduct in the sessicin of 1868, the tone of his speeches in Lanca¬ 
shire and elsewhere, made it abundantly clear that if the electors 
gave him a majority he -Wpuld use it, in the first instance, to dis¬ 
establish and disendow the Irish Church. With the single exception 
of tlie General Election of 18^0, no contest has ever been fought on 
a more unclouded issue It\^has been said that the Cleikenwell 
explosion sounded the knell of the Irish Establishment. Mr. 
Gladstone himself partly admitted the impeachment. “ It has only 
been since the close of the American War and the appearance of 
Fenianisin that the mind of the country has been greatly turned to 
the consideration of Irish affairs^ But while admitting that it 
was the Fenian outrages which “ produced that altitude of attention 
and preparedness on the part of the whole population of this country 
which qualified them to embrace m ^ manner foreign to their habits 
in other times the vast importance>of the Irish controversy,” he 
vehemently denied that Fenianism Imd affected “ in the slightest 
degree ” his own convictions on theWhject.® Femamsm did, in 
fact, merely suggest the occasion : the causes of the problem now to 
be solved lay deep m the historic past. \ 

“ The Irish Chinch,” said Lord LytJ,on, “ is the greatest Irish 
Bull in the world.” “ There is,” said Sydney Smith, “ nothing like 
it m Europe, in Asia, m the discovered part of Africa, or m all we 
have heard of Timbuctoo.” ^ Without accepting literally the dicta 
of professional humorists, it may be admitted that the position of 
the Irish Establishment had always been\ anomalous. The Irish 
Reformation of the sixteenth century was a pVely official movement. 

It corresponded to no instinct or ti'adition on the part of the people, 
it did not even pretend to remedy a grievance or get rid of an abuse. 

Fiom the first, Protestantism had been regarded by the mass of the 

1 Speech on March aoih, 1888, Ilansaid, vol cxci p 4i91 

“ Speech on tlnrd Reading, May 31st, 1800 . c/ also O’Buen, op M u 231 

’ Ap O’Brien, ii 176 
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Irish Celts as th? symbol of Saxon ascendancy; it soon became 
associated with the policy of “ plantations Of this association 
Oliver Cromwell was the personal embodiment. The two mam 
pillars on which his Irish policy rested were Protestantism and 
plantation. The Orange conquest of IGOl accentuated and per¬ 
petuated the connection ; but as regards the convoision of the Celt, 
the Whigs of the eighteenth century were no more successful than 
the Puritans of the seventeenth. Penal laws were as ineffective as 
plantations. More and more obtrusive did the anomaly become 
with the weakening of the spuit of religious bigotry. The Act of 
Union was the last chdnee for the Church of the minority. Had 
Pitt’s whole policy been adopted, instead of a mere torso ; had tithe 
been abolished; had the Roman Catholic laity been admitted to 
full pohtical rights , had their clergy accepted concurrent endowment, 

' Pitt’s pohey would have had a real chance of success. It took thirty 
^ years of agitation to secure lithe conanautatioii and Catholic emanci¬ 
pation, and by then the time for concurrent endowment had abeady 
passed, if indeed it had ever been. Without some such scheme the 
fate of the Established Church was sealed. At no period, probably, 
did the Episcopalians in Mand number more than 1,000,000. In 
' 1888 they were said to number less than 700,000—not one m eight of 

the whole population. In 199 parishes out of 2,428 there was said 
to be not a single Protestant Episcopalian,^ The Chmch of this 
' minority enjoyed a revenue of about £614,000 a year; ® the twelve 
Protestant Bishops m Ireland divided between them a net revenue 
of nearly £60,000. This was the condition of affairs when Mr, 
Gladstone laid his axe to the root of the tree. 

The Irish It Was on March 1st, 1869, that the Prime Minister, in a speech 
BUMSflO to say solemmty, unfolded to the House his 

’ scheme for the disestablishment and partial disendowment of the 
Established Church in Ireland. As from January' 1st, 1871j the 
Iilsh Church was to be disestablished: its connection with the’ 
English Church was to be dissolvedits Bishops wei’e,;«o longer to 
be represented in the House of Loids ; ^ all ecclesiastical Corpora¬ 
tions were to be abohshed; ecclesiastical Courts were to cease an^ 
ecclesiastical laws to be no longer binding.^ The Queen in Council 
was to have power to reorgamze a representative Church Body which 
was to be elected by the clergy and laity and to be incorporated by 
Charter. Disendowment was to take effect at once after the passing 
of the Act. The Ecclesiastical Commission was to be dissolved 
immediately, and the property of the Church, secured by the Act, 
was to be vested for ten years m a new “ Commission of Church 

* Brady, English State Church in Ireland, p 160. 

“ Gladslone pui the groan reveuue iiL S.TOO,000 

’ Under the Act of Union tour Irish Bishops sat in the Ilnnse of IjoriLs 

‘Temporary arrangements were provided for the lulcival to elapse between 
the passing of tlie AciL and January Ist, 1871 
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Temporalities With vested interests Mr. Gladstone proposed to 
deal equitably ■ all beneficed clergy, including bishops and other 
dignitaries, were to retain their net income for life, so long as they 
discharged their duties ; or they might commute their income for a 
life annuity and relinquish their cures. Permanent curates were to 
be treated on the same principles, but “ transitory ” curates were to 
be dismissed with a gratuity. Such private endowments as had come 
to the Church since 1660 were to be handed over intact to the new 
Commissioners; phurches actually in use, which the Church Body 
was willing to ijaaintain for public worship, were to be handed over 
to them with the graveyards attached to the churches ; a few, such 
as St. Patrick’s Cathedral, partaking of the character of national 
memorials, were to be maintained by the Commissioners; the glebe 
houses were, like the churches, to be vested in the Church Body, 
which was to repay the building charges upon them, amounting to 
£250,000 : glebe land might be purchased at a fair valuation. The 
Maynooth Grant and the Regiwm Donum (or grant to Presbyterian 
ministers) were to be commuted for a sum of £1,100,000, on principles 
similar to those which governed the compensation to be paid to the 
clergy. The Tithe Rent ch^tge was to be purchased by the land¬ 
lords under an ingenious arrangement which provided for the extinc¬ 
tion of the charge m forty-five years The total value of Church 
property Mr. Gladstone estimated at £16,000,000 Of this^^the Bill 
disposed of £1^,650,000,1 leaving a surplus of about £7,S50,000,'iwhich 
was to be applied mainly to the relief “ of unavoidable calamity and 
suffering, yet not so as to cancel oh impair the obligations now 
attached to property undejc; the Acts for the relief of the poor 

Such were the outlines of Mr. Gladstone’s carefully conceived and 
comprehensive scheme. It was attacked vigorously by Dr. Ball and 
Mr. Gathorne Hardy and defended with genuine eloquence by Bright; 
but, the debate as a whole, was half-hearted The Bill was read a 
second time (March 24th) by 368 to 250, an unexpectedly large 
ma 3 ority.® It was tlirough Comnuttee, without substantial amend¬ 
ment, before Whitsuntide, and on'-May 81st was read a third time 
by a majority of 114. 


1 Vested interests of Inoiunbents ..... £4,900,000 

Curates ....... 800,000 

Lay Compensation ..... 900,000 

Pnvate Endo-wments . . . . 200,000 

Building Charges . . . 250,000 

Commutation of Maynooth Giant and Regium Donwm 1,100,000 

Expenses of Commission . 200,000 

“ Lunatic Asylums £182,000 per year 

Idiot Asylums . . 20,000 

Training Schools foi Deaf, Dumb, and Blind . 30,000 

Training ol Nuns . . 12,000 

Reformatories . . . 10,000 

County Infirmanes . • 21,000 

® Gladstone to Gianville ap Motley, ii 204 
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Fortunfite, both as to weather and pilotage, in its voyage through 
the Commons, the Bill encountered heavy storms in the Lords. 
Much depended on the attitude of the Bishops, and both the Queen 
and the Prime Minister had done their utmost to secuie beforehand 
a favourable consideration at their hands. At Lord Granville’s 
suggestion the \Queen had given an interview to Dr. Magee, an 
eloquent Iiishmh-n who had been promoted by Disraeli, in 1808, to 
the See of Peterborough, and the Premier had, at the Queen’s request, 
consulted the Prhpate, Fortunately for the Church, the Queen had 
insisted that the Archbishopric of Canterbury should be offered on 
the death of Arcjjbishop Longley (Oct. 1808) to Dr. Tait, then 
Bishop of London ai\d previously Headmaster of Rugby. Dr. Tait 
was one of the greatest of post-Refoimation Archbishops : a man of 
genuine piety and profound learning, a proved administrator, a 
shrewd, cautious, broad-tmnded and far-seeing statesman. He was 
barely seated in the Chair of Augustine (Feb 1869) when he was 
called to confront a grea^, issue. After the Bill had passed the 
Commons, the Queen wrote'^oth to Archbishop Tait and to Lord 
Derby, luging that the Bill should not be opposed on second Reading 
m the Lords. Her Majesty ma'ije no secret of her strong objection to 
the Bill, but she foresaw the probable consequences of rejection 
“ Cariied as it has been by an Overwhelming and steady majority 
through a House of Commons'choijen expressly to speak the feeling 
of the country on the question, thew; .seems no reason to believe that 
any fresh appeal to the people would'^lead to a different result. The 
rejection of the Bill, therefore, would only serve to bring the two 
Houses into collision, and to prolong ij. dangerous agitation on the 
subject.” In her constitutional ins^ncL'jind political perceptions the 
Queen was rarely at fault. But some of the lay Peers were obdurate, 
and determined (June 6tli) to try to defeat the Bill on second Reading 

The debate was maintained at a level \igh even for the House 
of Lords. The most notable contributors tp the debate were Dr 
Thirwall, the learned Bishop of St. David’s,\ and the only prelate 
who voted for the Bill; two seceders from Lor^ Derby’s last Cabinet 
—Lord Salisbury and Lord Carnarvon, who refused to vote against 
it; a great Irish lawyer. Lord Cairns, and a greM Irish Churchman, 
Bishop Magee. The debate was characterized not only by elevation 
of thought but by independence of argument! Dr. Magee, for 
example, derided the argument that the Bill was 'a violation of the 
Queen’s Coronation Oath or of the Act of Union. Either might 
surely be modified by the assent of the parties.** Liid Cairns, on the 
contrary, held that it was impossible to abrogate a\iingle essential 
clause of the Act of Union without abrogating i;hc whole. Both, 
however, concurred m the belief that the Bill would do nothing to 
pacify Ireland it would exasperate the Proteslahts, the Catholics 
it would gratify but not pacify, “ The Iiish peasant,” said the 
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Bishop, “ has already given his answer to your offer of pacification 
—^paciflcQition which consists in refusing him the land which he does 
want, and, giving him the destruction of the Church which he does 
not ” “ The Roman Catholic population of Ireland,” said Lord 
Cairns, “ merely look upon the destruction of the Establishment as 
a preliminary to the destruction of the landlords.” How truly they 
both diagnosed the situation the sequel will tell. On June 19th, 
however, in a House of 325 the second Reading was carried by a 
majority of 33., 

But the Bill was no sooner in Committee than it encountered Amend- 
stormy waters. In the amendments which they proposed and“®“^®“ 
carried the opponents of the Bill concentrated on two points: (1) mittee 
better financial terms for the Church, and (2) such an alteration of 
the preamble as would permit the surplus to be devoted to con¬ 
current endowment instead of to secular purposes. Archbishop Tait 
asked for an extra £8,000,000 “ to float the new Church upon,” and 
the House of Lords gave him inoie. The effect of the amendments 
with which the Bill returned to the House of Commons was, according 
to Gladstone, to give thd disestablisl^ Irish Church an additional 
solatium of nearly four rhillions Relying largely for support on 
Scotch Presbyterians, English and Welsh Nonconformists, and Irish 
Roman Catholics, Gladstone dared not have accepted the amendment 
even if he would. After much negotiation he agreed to give the 
Church an extra £280,000 and some mmor concessions, but struck 
out the principle of concurrent endowment. The Lords refused to 
give way, and a deadlock seemed to be imminent. That it was 
ultimately averted was due to the genial and skilful diplomacy of 
Lord Granville, to the courage and good sense of Lord Cairns, and 
above all to the untiring efforts of the Queen. Her Majesty insisted 
that negotiations between the Premier, and the Primate should be 
reopened through Dr. Wellesley, Deam of Windsor; and, at the 
height of the crisis. Lord Cairns, though'doubtful as to the support 
of his party, sought and obtained a pni^ate interview with Lord 
Granville.^ Mr. Gladstone’s patience was exhausted, and had his 
will prevailed the Bill would Rave been abandoned ; Lord Granville, 
however, was determined to find a way out.^ iVith the help of Lord 
Cairns he found it. The surplus was to be us^d for the lehef of 
unavoidable calamity, but “ in such a manner as’^arhament should 
hereafter direct," and the Church got further peeii^iary concession 
the precise money value of which is very variously estmated.® The 
Bill received the Royal assent on July 26th. 

‘ On these prolonged and difficult negotiations cf Fitzmauiice, Granmllt, ii 
10-15 , Morley, u 270-270, and especially Davidson and Benham, Tmt, n 8-43, 
where the correspondence is printed 

^ See Moiley, ii. 274-277. 

■’ Anything between £250,000 and £850,000 
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Results No sooner had the Bill become law than the friends of the dis- 
ofthe established Chinch set to work with a will to prepare for the inevit- 
measure reorganize the Church. A representative Church Body 

was at once formed, an^ duly incorporated. Fortunately it was able 
to command the services, not only of men of piety, but of men of 
business, and in all receipt Irish history there is nothing more truly 
remarkable than the wisdom and skill with which tliis Body evolved 
order out of chaos, and staved and reaccumulated for the Church it 
served a not inconsiderable proportion of its wealth.^ That the 
results of disestablishment to the Church in Ireland were in many 
respects biacing and invigor^iting cannot be denied. Its sphere of 
usefulness was obviously curtailed, but within that contracted sphere 
its activity has been conspicuous and its zeal untiring. 

To what extent did the Act fulfil the expectations of its author 
m regard to Catholic and Celtic Ireland ? Did it heal wounds and 
assaugc bitterness ? In this regard it must be admitted that fulfil¬ 
ment was vouched not to the liop^s of Mr. Gladstone, but to the 
predictions of Lord Cairns and Bishop Magee.® 

On its merits there was much to be said, even by the admission 
of opponents, for the Act of 1869 ; but as a measure of pacification 
it failed. It would be unfair to lay tpo much stress upon the pre¬ 
valence of lawlessness and serious crime in Ireland during the later 
months of the year Nor was it surpiising that the release of a 
considerable batch of Fenian prisoners, so far from being accepted as 
an act of clemency and goodwill, was derided as a sign of weakness, 
Nevertheless, there was justification for the fears expressed by Cairns 
and Magee The disendowment of the Church proved to be the 
prelude for the reopening of an agrarian agitation which convulsed 
Ireland for a quarter of a century. 

The land About the Anglican Church few people knew more than Mr. 
question Gladstone; about Irish land tenure few people knew less. Yet, as 
^regards Ireland, the latter question was infinitely the more important. 
\J_The question of central and paramount interest in Irelam^s to-day, 
as it has been for some centuries past,i^hat of the land^ Thus wrote 
one who knew Ireland, as few men have known--it, and who used 
language with the accuracy of a great scholar ® UVIr. Gladstone was 
of course conscious of this truth,) and tookuhfinite pains to equip 
hunself for the task to which he now turned hA hand, but, despite the 
best intentions, the results, as the sequel will ishow, were not com¬ 
mensurate with the effort involved; and for a simple reason, ICnow- 
ing httle of Ireland at first hand himself, he was curiously impatient 

^For the details ofthe reorganization rf. Thom’s Official Dncflonj for 1888 

“ It IS fair to point out that Mr Gladstone himaelt deprecated the notion that 
“ the settlement of the Church question in Ireland was to be a panacea lor the evils 
of that country ” —Hansard, cxci p. 1007. 

’ S H Butcher, Irish Land Acts and thar Opeiaiion Glasgow, 1837. 
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of the advice of those who knew much. His agrarian legislation, 
therefore, was a progressive senes of disappointments. 

It was the pubhcation of the Report of the Devon Commission The 
in 1845 which first made Englishmen realize that there emsted 
Ireland an agrarian problem, whiph urgently demanded the attention ^ion 
of the Imperial Legislature. Theilnsh land system, like much else in 
Ireland, was the result of the supftr-imposition of English ideas upon 
an arrested native development. lEarly in the seventeenth century 
the English lawyers, by a stroke of the pen, substituted the principles 
of English land law for the traditipnal customs which prevailed in 
Ireland. The root blunder made\by the English lawyers lay in 
regarding an Irish tribal chieftam a? the proprietor of the soil tilled 
by the tribesmen. This initial blui^der was never eradicated, nor 
even, until the close of the nineteenth centm-y, repaired. The 
confiscations and plantations of theyeventeentli century all pro¬ 
ceeded on the erroneous assumption that the chieftam was a landlord. 

Not until the Devon Report did Englishmen begin to suspect that 
the Irish land system differed fundamentally fiom their own; that 
the ordinal y contractual lelations of landlord and tenant—as under¬ 
stood in England—were entiiely opposed to the genius of the Irish 
system; that improvements were commonly effected not as in 
England by the “ landlord,” but by the tenant; and that partly by 
virtue of those improvements, partly by ilpmemorial tradition, the 
“ tenant ” regarded himself as possessed of .customary rights in the 
soil which he tilled.’' The Report of the Bessborough Commission 
did not go beyond the facts in saymg . “ there has in general survived 
to the Irish farmer, through all vicissitudes, in. despite of the seeming 
or real veto of the law, in apparent defiance bf political economy, a 
living tradition of possessory rights, such as\ belong, in the more 
primitive ages of society, to the status of thffiman who tilled the 
soil \ 

This living tradition was first broken by thetfamine and by the 
Encumbered Estates Act. The latter, as we havb seen, went far to 
substitute for the old proprietors, not less imbued with the living 
tradition than the tenants, a new race of commercial landlords who 
brought to the business of landowning the ethics a^d economics of 
the “ Manchester School From this moment the acute difficulties 
began. Mr Cardwell’s Land Act of 1860 lepresentedithe attempt of 
one of the most capable of Peel’s disciples to indoctrinate the Irish 
land system with the principle of Free l^ade. In the forefront of the 

' On llie Irish land system cf Richey, Irish Landlords, Longffeld ap Systems 
of Land Tenwe (Cobden Club) , Montgomery, Land Tenure in liiland; Godkm, 

Land War in Iicland; besides Reports of Devon, Bessboropgh, and other Com¬ 
missions The 'Writer has also in lus possession a laige collection of pamphlets and 
MS maienal, ncoumulated by his own personal investigations in Ireland To such 
“ authorities ” detailed reference would obviously be impossible, and the reader 
must accept an assurance that the statements in the text, though unavoidably 
brief, are made on the authority of evidence laboriously acqiured 
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Act IS was asserted that “ the relation of landlord and tenant shall be 
deemed to be founded on the express or implied contract of the 
parties and not upon tenure or service But the Act of 1860 was a 
dead failure. So far as it was operative at all, it tended to encourage 
the evictions and to embitter the relations of owner and occupier, 

The Land The Act of 1870 was conceived on entirely different lines, It was 
intended to effect four main objects : (1) to deter the landlord from 
exercising a right of capricious eviction, by giving the tenant com¬ 
pensation for disturbance; (2) to give the force of law to the Ulster 
custom of tenant-nglit, wherever such custom was recognizable; 
(8) to secure to the out-going tenant compensation for unexhausted 
improvements effected by himself or his predecessor in title, and 
(4) by what were known as the Bright clauses, to facilitate purchase 
on the part of the tenants. The Bill passed both Houses with a 
modicum of opposition, but some of the best Irish opmion deplored 
the fact that no attempt was made either to provide against arbitrary 
raising of the rent, or to define the respective rights of owner and 
oceupier.i The purchase clauses, jiopularly and rightly associated 
with the name of Bright, were unfortunately clogged with such com¬ 
plicated conditions as to render them practically inoperative. Never¬ 
theless, it was on the Imes suggested by Bright, not on those laid 
down by Gladstone^ that the solution of the problem was ultimately 
to be found. 

The It is not without significance that, long before the Land Bill 

Preserva- from Committee, an Act for the suppression of crime in 

tion Act, Ireland should have been rapidly passed through both Houses, 
1870 “ Tiie first effects of the stirring of the stagnant slough of Irish 

despond by the dredge of legislation had been to bring all the mud 
and refuse to the surface at once ’’ ^ It was truly said, and not less 
true was Lord Salisbury’s comment in the course of the debate: 
“ You ipust teach the Irish people to fear the law before you can 
induce them to like it ”. Tlie Peace Preservation Act of 1870 forbade 
the use of fire-arms m any district proclaimed by the Lord Lieutenant; 
required a licence for the possession of arms under any circumstanees, 
and gave powers to the police to make domiciliary visits to search 
for arms or for evidence as to threatening letters, and to arrest any 
person wandei'ing about at night m a suspicious manner. It also 
authorized a change of venue m trials, wheie justice was likely to be 
impeded by local prejudice, authorized the grand jury, with the 
consent of the judge, to levy damages on the district for compensation 
in cases of agrarian murder; gave increased powers of summary 
jurisdiction to magistrates, and empowered the Executive to suppress 
any newspaper which lent itself to intimidation. 

So general was the conviction as to the necessity for strengthening 
the administration of the law m Ireland that only fifteen members 
* E.g Judge Longfield. * Annual Regtnier, 1870, p 4 
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opposed tlie Bill on the second Reading, and on April 4tli it became 
an Act. Before the close of the year, however, Mr Gladstone thought 
it well to temper justice with mercy, by granting an amnesty to the 
Fenian prisoners who still remained m penal servitude , though the 
amnesty was coupled with the condition of banishment from the 
United Kingdom for life. 

Firmness, mercy, and generosity seemed alike impotent to secure The 
the peace and good government of Ireland. Hardly six months had West- 
elapsed after the passing of the Land Act before Lord Hartington, 
who had become Cluef Secretary in January, 1871,^ moved for aiSTi 
Select Committee to enquire into the state of County Westmeath 
and other adjacent districts. The prevalence of agraiian crime more 
than justified the enquiry, and the fact that the crime was a result 
of orgamzed conspiracy rendered the situation doubly serious. “ The 
reports which we receive,” said Loid Hartington, “ show that such 
a state of terrorism prevails that the (Ribbon) Society had only to 
issue its edict to secure obedience. . , . Ribbon law and not the law 
of the land appears to be that wluch is obeyed. It exerts such 
power that no landlord dare exercise the commonest rights of pro¬ 
perty ; no farmer or other employei dare exercise his own judgment 
or discretion as to whom he shall employ, in fact, so far does the 
influence of the Society extend that a man scarcely dare enter into 
open competition in the fairs or markets with any one known to 
belong to the Society.” Such language was less familiar to the 
Parliament of 1871 tWn it has since unhappily become; the Com¬ 
mittee was readily granted, and as a result of its enquiries the 
“ Westmeath Act ” was passed. Authority was given to the Lord 
Lieutenant to proclaim a district; to suspend the Habeas 'Corpus 
Act for two years m any such district, and by warrant to commit for 
tiial suspected persons who were arrested in other parts of Ireland 
if they had been in a proclaimed district since January 1st. The 
operation of the Act was limited to two years, but at the same time 
the Peace Preservation was continued ® 

With two factors of the Irish problem Gladstone had now dealt. The 
There remained the third—the constitutional factor. On May 19th, 

1870, Mr. Isaac Butt and others ® inaugurated, at a meeting held at move- 
the Bilton Hotel, Dubhn, the “Home Government Association of meat 
Ireland ”. The Association was framed: “ To obtain for our 

country the right and privilege of managing our own affairs, by a 
Parliament assembled in Ireland, composed of Her Majesty the 
Sovereign, and her successors and the Lords and Commons of 
Ireland ; to secure for that Parliament, under a federal arrangement, 

1 In succession to Mr Chichester Porteacue, who succeeded Mr Bright (re¬ 
signed, December, 1870) at the Board oi Trade 

2 Until January 1st, 1873 

“ Including Mr King Harman and other Conservatives, who were disgusted 
With the Imperial Paihanieat for “ betraying" the Irish Church 

12 
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the right of ledslating for awl regulating all matters relating to the 
internal nffait^of Ireland, and control over Irish resources and 
revenues, subjenf to the obligation of contributing our just propor- 
tipn of the Imperial expenditure; to leave to an Imperial Parlkment 
the power of dealing with all questions nifecting the Imperial Crown 
and Government, legislation regarding the Colonies and other 
dependencies of the Crown, the relations of the United Empire with 
Foreign States, and all matters apperlniuing to the defence and 
stability of the Empire at large; to attain such nn adjustment of 
the relations between the^two counlries, without any interference 
with the prerogatives of the Crown, or any (]4st^urbancc of the 
principles of the constitution.” 

It has seemed well to recoid the ipsissima vnha of the more 
important resolutions adopted at the Dublin meeting of 1870, for 
that meeting was the cradle of the Home Rule movement. Tlie 
Association soon showed its practical efficacy. In 1871 and 1872 
there were in Ireland twelve byc-clections, in eight of which th^e 
“ Home Rule ” candidates were successful, and in this way Isaac Butt 
and Mitchell Henry, Mr, Rlcnncrhasset and Colonel Nolan found 
themselves in the House of Commons—a nucleus of a new parly, 
In 1878 a Conference was held in Dublin to organi’/.e the forces of 
the new movement for the approaching General Election. It was 
then and there that the “ Home Government Association ” was 
transformed into the “ Home Rule League 
Irish Upon the new movement mauguratccl by Butt, Gladstone poured 
education undiluted scorn. “ Can any sensible man, can any rational man," 
he asked, “ suppose that at this time of day, in this condition of the 
world, we are going to disintegrate the gi’cat capital institutions of 
the country for the purpose of making ourselves ridiculous m the 
sight of all mankind, and cripphng any power we possess for bestowing 
benefits, through legislation, on the country to which we belong ? ” * 
Gladstone himself was by this time intent upon another piece of 
work for Ireland—the reorganization of higher education. 

, It stood badly in need of it. Since Sir Robert Peel’s day nothing 
„ effectual had been done. In 1848 Peel had established the “Godless” 
Colleges at Cork, Galway, and Belfast, and in 1850 these Colleges 
were affiliated into the Queen’s University of Ireland. But into the 
soil of Catholic Ireland the new institution never struck roots, and 
in 1851 the Cathohe Bishops in the Synod of Thurles formally con¬ 
demned the “ mixed system ”. Thiee years later a Catholic Univer¬ 
sity was estabhshed under the presidency of John Henry Newman, 
and for years was maintained entirely by Catholic piety, unassisted 
by the State. Not until 1878 was any serious attempt made to deal, 

’ Cf. O’Bnen, Life of C S Parnell (1910 ed,), pp. 66-59. 

* Speech at Aberdeen, 26th September, 1871, quoted by O’Connor Morns, 
Ireland fiom 1798 to 1898, pp, 218, 219, 
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on broad lines, with, l;he thorny question of University education for 
the,Irish Catholics. ‘ 

t' Mr. Gladstone’s Bill was founded upon two propositions which Irish 
could hardly be disputed : (1) that the condition of the Irish Cathohcs Umvasity 
m respect of University education was “scandalously bad”; and®'*’’^®’’'® 
(2) that the Queen’s Colleges had been a “ coihparative failure ” 

Mr. Gladstone, therefore, proposed to abolish'the Queen’s University 
altogether and to metamorphose the University of Dublin. Of late 
years the latter had contained but one college, the famous foundation 
of Trinity. Henceforth it was to be, not m name only, but in fact, 

Maim Collegwrum ; and to it were to be alRliated Trinity College, 
the Queen’s Colleges at Belfast and Cork, the Catholic University 
College, and other Colleges The new University was to have both 
teaehing/and examining functions; it was to be the sole degree- 
giving body in Ireland and Lo be hberally endowed—partly from the 
revenues of Tripity College, 'but thei'e were to be no chairs for 
Theology, Moral Philosophy or Modern History. The scheme was 
assailed from every quarter • English Nonconformists objected to State 
aid for denominational teaching, Ii'ish Protestants denounced the 
disendowment of Trinity College and attacked the “ endowment of 
error ”, Cathohcs m both countries were firmly opposed, then, as 
always, to a mixed system of education.’^As to the parliamentary 
history of the Bill and its effects upon the' fortunes of the Ministry 
something will be said later ^ Its defeat on the second Reading was 
regretted by few-. ■ The measure was framed with perverse ingenuity 
so as to wound every susceptibility and to disturb every existing 
institution, without satisfying a single grumbler and without removing 
a single grievance. A much less pretentious measure introduced and 
passed by Digraeli in 1879 achieved a degree of success beyond all 
expectation. 

Like so many Ministries before it, Mr Gladstone’s famous ad¬ 
ministration of 1868 was doomed to go to pieces on the Irish rocks. 

Not, however, before it had passed into law an extraordinary number 
of legislative projects and had effected admimstrative changes of 
far-reaching significance To this tale of administrative and legis¬ 
lative work the next chapters must be devoted. 

^ Infra, p bSO 
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NATIONAL EDUCATION i 

TheEdu- “ 1A7E in'iist induce our masters to learn their ' letters.” Mr 
cation Bill Y V Lowe’s aphorism will be remembered and quoted long after 
ofl870 incisive arraignment of democracy has faded into oblivion The 
following pages will disclose the first serious attempt made by the 
State to follow his sage advice. That attempt will be assoeiated for 
all time with the mime of Mr. William Edward Forster, Vice-President 
of the Council in Mr. Gladstone’s first Ministry, but not until July, 
1870, a member of the Cabinet. Mr. Forster introduced his famous 
Bill on February 7th, 1870. Befoie we examine its provisions and 
follow its parliamentary fortunes, it may be advisable to repair a 
deliberate omission and cast a brief retrospective glance over the 
history of elemental^ education in England. 

Bkineiv It IS a fact not without significance that the first State grant m 
tary edu- aid of elementary education was made the year after the first great 
EnRlmd Ddl became law. Down to 1833 the work of educating the 

children of the poor in England had devolved wholly upon the 
Churches,1 Something was done by this meagre dole fo improve 
matters, but not much, and in 18801 Lord John RusselUexpressed the 
concern of Her Maicsty at “ the want of instruction which is still 
observable among the poorer classes of her sub]ects ”, “ All the 
enquiries which have been made show,” he added, “ a deficiency in 
the general education of the people which is not in accordance with 
the character of a civilized and Christian nation.” ® Lord Melbourne’s 
Government decided, therefore, to set up (what was in effect a new 
administrative department, though technically | a Committee of the 
Privy Council on Education. They mci eased the Treasury Grant 
from £20,000 to £80,000 and made a beginning with the appointment 
of an Inspectorate. The Inspectors were of two lands ; (1) clergymen 
of the Chmch of England appointed under the sanction of the Arch¬ 
bishop of Canterbury to Inspect Church schools, and reporting in 
dupheate to the Archbishop and to the Committee ; and (2) laymen 
appointed under the sanction of the British and Foreign School 
Society to inspect and report upon their schools. But the root of 
the difficulty lay m the lack of trained and efficient teachers ” Almost 
the only teachers,” wrote Matthew Aimold, “ whom the Committee 
of Council found at its disposal in 1889, were ‘ eithei untrained men 
who, from some defect of body and health, had been driven from 
the rougher struggles of life and muscular toil; or self-taught 
^ See supra, p 87 

“Letter to Lord Laadsdowne, February lath, 1839. 
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Sunday school teachers trained for three or six months, in some 
central model school,’ such, for instance, as the British and Foreign 
School Society had established in the Borough Road ” ^ 

Lord John Russell had m 1889 proposed to establish a Govern¬ 
ment Normal school for the training of teachers, but so fierce Was 
the opposition of the Church party, that Lord Melbourne’s Ministry 
■was all but -wrecked and the proposal had to be -withdrawn. Four 
years later the Nonconformists had then revenge. Sir James 
Graham’s Factory Act of 1843 origmally contamed a provision for 
the establishment of State-aided schools in manufacturing districts. 

The religious teaching -was to be in accordance with the tenets of the 
Established Church, though Nonconformists Were to be protected by 
a conscience clause But the latter would have none of it, and the 
clause was deleted Nevertheless, although Russell failed to establish 
a Government Training College, his proposal had the effect of stimu¬ 
lating voluntary effort, and by 1851 twenty-five such institutions 
had'been^established, By 1846 the Treasury Grant had risen, to 
£100,000 and the Minutes of that year necessitated still (further 
increase, the remuneration and prospects of the teachers were much 
improved; a system of apprenticeship—or pupil-teachers—^was 
inaugurated,' and provision was made for improving the Normal 
schools and' the training of teachers. So rapidly, mdeed, did ex¬ 
penditure increase, that in 1858 it was thought well to appoint 
a Commission under the chairmanship of the Duke of Newcastle to 
“ enquire into the present state of popular education m England 

The Commission reported m 1861, and it fell to Robert LoweTheNew 
to carry into effect its main recommendations.* The Commissioners 
gaveidue ciedit to the lesults of voluntary effort, and in particular gion and 
they emphasized the debt due to the labours and self-sacrifice oftte New 
the clergy; * they recommended an mcrease of State grants to ° 

properly inspected schools; that mspection should take the form 
of individual examination, and that the Treasury Grant should 
be based upon the results of examination. Only by “ payment by 
results ” could the efficiency of the elementaiy teaching of every 
scholar be, m their opinion, secured. Lowe’s Revised Code of 1861 
gave effect to this principle. Henceforward, the grant was to be 
earned only by approved schools taught by a certificated teacher; ^ 
it was to be paid to managers who were to be responsible for the 
appointment and remuneration of the teachers; the pupils were to 
be required to make a certain number of attendances, and the amount 
of the grant was to depend upon the result of the individual exam¬ 
ination of the pupils m the three elementary subjects—^reading, 

' Ap Ward, Reign of Queen Victoria, ii 244 

* Aa -Viee-Presidcnt of the Council—an office cieated m 1850 

“ See remaikable figures given by Mr Arnold (ap Ward, p 264), who adds , 

“ In truth if theie is a claas m English society whose record in regard to popular 
education is honourable it is the clergy. Every inquiry has brought this out." 
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''writing, and arithmetic, Mr Lowe was at once an economist and a 
humorist. “ I cannot,” he said in introducing 'his scheme to the 
House of Commons, “ promise you either efficiency or cheapness; 
but if the system is not efficient it will be cheap ; if it is not cheap 
it will be efficient.” 

The system of “ payment by results,” thus introduced, was 
bitterly assailed by educational experts, notably by one of the most 
eminent inspectors who ever served the Committee—Matthew 
Arnold The Government so far gave way as to allow one-third 
of the grant to be reckoned by individual attendances, and two- 
thirds to depend upon the results of examination ; but the principle 
survived for many years Long before its final decease its enemies 
had multiphed and its friends diminished. Nevertheless, much pro¬ 
gress was made in the decades which followed upon the Newcastle 
Commission. 

Between 1861 and 1870 various attempts at legislation were made 
from both sides of the House, but until Mr. Gladstone’s advent to 
power, nothing effectual was accomplished By that time people 
were gradually awakening to the folly of entrusting the political 
destimes of the country to tha manual workers, without taking the 
precaution that they should be reasonably educated. The ground, 
therefore, was prepared for Mr Forster, and the seed he flung into it 
was good. 

“ The first problem to be solved is ‘ how can we cover the country 
with good schools ? ’ ” No elaboration of phrase would have been 
so effective as the direct and simple words with which Mr. Forster 
introduced his great measure of 1870 ,To the solution of this 
problem he bent aU the capacities of a powerful intellect, a dogged 
will, and a transparently simple and open mind. Forster had no 
arriire pensie whatever m framing his Bill of 1870; he did not 
desire to strike a .llikck-handed blow at any Church or institution; 
his one and only&^fect was to give to the children of the poor the 
education they lacked, and thus lay securely the foundations of the 
Democratic State to come “-Our object is to complete the present 
voluntary system, to fill up gaps, sparing the public money where it 
can be done without, procuring as much as we rightly can the assist¬ 
ance of the parents, and welcoming as much as^e rightly can the co¬ 
operation and aid of those benevolent men who desire to assist their 
neighbours.” The main provisions of the scheme were as follows: 
The whole of England and Wales was to be divided exhaustively 
into school districts and its educational needs and existing facilities 
to be accurately ascertained. Each district was to have sufficient 
public school accommodation for elementary scholars. “ If m any 
one of the districts we find the elementary education to be sufficient, 
efficient, and suitable . we let it alone so long as it continues in 
that state.” All schools were to be open to Government inspection 
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and governed by the Code. The ordinary fee was not to exceed 9d. 
a week. When the supply of voluntary schools was defective a 
School Board, with power to levy a rate, was to be set up; the 
Board was to be elected in the towns by the Town Council, in rural 
districts by the Vestry, The cost of Board schools was to be borne 
in equal proportions by the parents, by the State, and by the local 
rates. The local rate was not hkely to come near 3d. in the pound 
—a singularly unwise attempt to prophesy. In specially poor 
districts the Boards were to have power to establish free schools, 
and in any district they might pay the fees of very poor parents— 
Without any stigma of pauperism applying to such payment. So far 
all was tolerably plain sailing. There remained, however, two knotty 
questions to be decided: Was elementary education to be com¬ 
pulsory ? And, what was to be the place in the cmnculum of 
religious instruction ? Both difficulties were transfeired to the 
shoulders of the local authorities. The School Boards were to be 
authorized—though not compelled—to frame bye-laws for the 
compulsory attendance of all children in the district between the 
ages of five and twelve. The penalty for non-attendance was not to 
exceed Ss, and not to he imposed if reasonable excuses were forth¬ 
coming, or if there were no school within a mile As to rehgious 
teaching the Boards—subject in every case to a stringent conscience 
clause—were to have entire discretion, they might provide any or none. 

The Bill as a whole was received with general approval; butThdre¬ 
round the questiop of religious teaching the battle raged hotly. 

Education League-Van association whose stronghold was in Birming¬ 
ham—^had pronounced m favour of the dogma that education should 
he free, compulsory, and secular. On no single point was Forster 
willing to make concessipn to these doctrinaires. Among them were 
his own colleague in the''representation of Bradford, Mr Edward 
Miall, Mr, Henry Richard, a prominent liberationist, and Mr, George 
Dixon, one of the members for Birmingham Some of these men 
were bitterly disappointed to find that the authors of the Bill had 
been so exclusively concerned for the welfare of the children, as to 
neglect the opportunity of striking ^an obhque blow at the Church of 
England Forster himself they regarded as a renegade, and they 
pursued him and his measure, witb; undeviatmg hostility. Mr. 
Dixon moved, on the second Reading, ^an amendment to the effect 
that “ no measure for the elementary education of the people could 
afford a permanent and satisfactory settlement which left the im¬ 
portant question of religious instruction to be determined by the 
local authorities,” and so threatening did the attitude of the 
Dissenters ^ become that Mr, Gladstone deemed it prudent to promise 
that the Government would not press the points to which special 
objection was taken until after full consideration m Committee. 

1 Mr. Dixon himself is said to have been a member of the Chuieh of England. 

Ste Birmingham Daily Posh December 3rd, 1818. 
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Three months elapsed after the second Reading before the Com¬ 
mittee stage was reached (June 16). The opposition of the Dissenters 
to the Bill centred on two points : the inadequacy of a conscience 
clause to prevent the virtual “ re-endowment of Anglicanism ” m 
the Board schools ; and the danger of leaving entire discretion to 
the School Boards as to rate-aid for voluntary schools. On going mto 
Committee Mr, Gladstone at once announced some important con¬ 
cessions. The most important was the acceptance of Mr. Cowper- 
Temple’s amendment wliich provided (1) that no catechism or 
formulary distinctive of any denominational creed should be taught 
in any Board school; and (2) that no voluntary school should 
receive assistance from the rates. To soften the blow to the latter 
the State Grant to all schools, Board or voluntary, was increased 
from a third to a half. At the same time the conscience clause was 
strengthened by the introduction of a time-table which, by making 
religious instruction (if and when provided) the first lesson of the 
day, rendered it easier for parciihs to withdraw, or rather to with¬ 
hold, their children from such instruction. The age for compulsory 
attendance was raised from twelve to thirteen, and the principle of 
direct election by the ratepayers was substituted for indiiect election 
by Town Councils and Vestries. Voting was to be cumulative, and 
by ballot.^ The Birmingham party would gladly have postponed 
all educational reform in the hope of converting the House and the 
country to their own extreme views. Mr. Lowe aptly compared the 
attitude of extremists (on both sides) to that of “ a line herd of cattle 
in a large meadow deserting the rich grass which is abundant aiound 
them, and delighting themselves by fighting over a bed of nettles in 
one corner of the field ”. In the end, however, gbod sense prevailed. 
The principal amendment moved, on behalf of the Birmingham party, 
by Mr Richard was defeated by 421 to 00, and, 'with the amend¬ 
ments noted above, the Bill went through Committee, was read 
a third time on July 22nd, and on August'Oth received the Royal 
assent. 

The Act of 1870 fvas one of the most splendid legislative.achieve¬ 
ments of the century For his share m it—the giant’s share—Mr. 
Forster received a vote of censure from his constituents at Bradfoid, 
and earned the unrelenting hostility of a section of his political 
friends. But he had the supreme satisfaction of knowing that he 
had laid broad and deep the foundations of a truly ndtional system 
of elementary education. The citizen rulers of the greatest empire 
the world has seen were at last to be taught their letters The 
quickening of educational activity was immediately apparent. In 
1870 there were about 9,000’ State-aided schools m England and 
Wales, with about 1,300,000 scholars m average attendance. During 
the next decade the voluntary schools increased to 14,370^ and 3,692 
' The ballot was applied in the first mstanro only to London 
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an aggregate of nearly 


Board schools came into existence with 
3j 000,000 children in average attendance. 

Since 1870 there have been two important legislative changes mEnlaige- 
regard to elementary education, while admimstration has been™«'tsof 
modified and adapted year by year under the annual Code.^ 

1876 Lord Sandon, as Vice-President of,the Education CommitteexheAct 
in Disraeli’s Ministry, carried an Act'of considerable importance, of 1870 
It placed restrictions on juvenile employment,/ wheieby no child 
might be employed at all under the age of ten, and not until the 
age of.fourteen without a certificate of educational proficiency; it 
jset pp. School Attendance Committees in every district where no 
School Boards existed; it gave to these Committees equally with 
the School Boards the power to frame bye-laws enforcing compulsory 
attendance ; and it repealed the provision m the Act of 1870 author- 
,izing School Boards to pay the fees in certain cases. Instead of this, 
'parents were permitted to obtain the fees for their children from the 
Guardians of the Poor, without meurrmg the disabilities of pauperism 
The Act of 1876 marked a distinct step on the road towards com¬ 
pulsion. In 1880, under Mr Mundella’s guidance, the goal wascompul- 
reaohed and local authorities were not merely permitted, but obliged 
to frame bye-laws to enfoice attendance. , 

Further steps were taken by Sir William Hart-Dyke who was ijjjg 
Minister of Education in Loid Salisbury’s administration (1886-of 1890 
1892). The Code of 1890 made it possible to establish evening con¬ 
tinuation schools, payment on the results of individual examinations 
was abolished, and theie was substituted for it a “ block ” grant 
reckoned on the basis of average attendances. In,the following year cratu- 
(1891) a still more important change was effected. The fees paid byitous 
the parents were abolished, and the State undertook to make good 
the deficiency, estifnated at that time at £2,000,000 a year. Thus 
elementary education became not only compulsory, but gratuitous 
—or rather the charge was transferred from individual parents to 
the community at large. The change, due mainly to Mr Goschen 
inside the Cabinet and Mr Chambeilam outside lit, was much criticized 
at the time, and is still a matter of controversy." It was said that 
the “ pence ” was hardly worth collecting, and that gratuitous service 
was the natural corollary of compulsion. Neither plea was con¬ 
clusive, and neither perhaps would have prevailed but for the fears 
of the Church party that if the change were delayed it would be 
effected by their opponents and m such a way as to extmguish the 
Voluntary schools. That the apprehension was a natural one can 
scarcely be depied; whether it was sufficient to justify the step 
taken by the Conservative Government of 1891 is more krguahle.^ 

^ The body of lules issued by the Central Authonty 

“ The important Act of 1902 is outside the purvietr of this volume It went 
far to reveise the policy of the previous thirty years It abolished School Boards, , 
transferred their functions to County, Town, and 'yrban Councils, and made the 
local lates available for “ Voluntaiy ” schools. 
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Second- The problem of elementary education doe? not, of course, stand 
ary and ^lone The solution attained by the Acts of 18Y0, 1876, 1880 and 
^ucatioii indeed, in one sense, be said to have intensified and com¬ 

plicated the educational problem as a whole. “ Elementary instruc¬ 
tion,” as a great scholar once said, “ unless crowned by something 
higher, is not only barren but may even be dangerous. It is not 
well to teach our demociacy to read unless wc also teach it to think.” i 
It was proper, therefore, that the generation which taclded the 
problem of primary instruction should have taken thought also for 
secondary and higher education. To this large question, however, 
limitations of space will permit only the most jejune reference. 

Seoon- In 1861 a Commission was appointed under the chairmanship of 
education Clarendon to enquire into the condition of the nine “ chief 
Grammar schools ” of the country, known distinctively as the 
“ Public" schools. Of these, the seven boarding schools were 
The brought under the operation of The Public Schools Act of 1808— 
SchoolB Winchester, Westminster, Charterhouse, Harrow, Rugby, and 

Aet,i8C8 Shrewsbury. New goveimng bodies were appointed and much- 
needed reforms of constitution and curriculum were effected Nor 
were the beneficial results of Government enquiry confined to the 
selected schools. They extended to many other Secondary schools 
such as St. Paul’s, Merchant Taylors,® Repton, Uppingham, Marl¬ 
borough, Wellington, and Clifton, which, with several others, took 
rank among the great “ Public ” schools But the vast improvement 
effected in such schools touched only the fringe of the problem of 
secondary education. 

TheEn- In 1865 a Commission, of which Lord Taunton was chauman and 
sXods active member, was appointed to enquire into 

Act. 1869 the education given in Secondary schools included neither m the 
purview of the Public Schools Commission, nor in that of the Newcastle 
Commission of 1859. They found at work 672 Endowed Grammar 
schools with a net income of £188,006, and exhibitions of t^ie annual 
value of £18,897,® besides some 10,000 private schools, As a result 
of their Report, issued m 1867, The Endowed Schools Act of 1869 was 
passed. Tliree Commissioners were appointed to draw up schemes 
for the revision of the educational trusts of some 3,000 schools The 
result of their labours was “ a very extensive resettlement, foi the 
benefit of secondary education, of charitable tiusts,” involving an 
income of over £600,000 a year.^ But, although under the Acts of 
1868 and 1869 existing educational funds were applied to better 
purposes, little was done towards evolving a coherent system of 
secondary education for the nation at large 

^ Sir Richard Jebb, The Work of the Vniversihes for the Nation, p 49. 

® Merchant Taylors and St Paul’s were included in the enqrury held by Lord 
Clarendon’s Gommission, but beino day scliools were not included in the Act of 
1808. 

^ »Mr Arnold ap Ward, p 276 * liepoH, vol i App p 161. 



1801] SECONDARY SCHOOLS 836 

The first really effective step in this direction was taken by the The 
Act which in 1888 established Comity Councils. The 
InstmcUon Act was passed m 1889, and gave power to the Councils yonArt, 
of counties and boroughs to supply or aid m supplying technical 1889 
and manual instruction, and for this purpose to levy a rate not 
exceeding one penny in the pound. In the following year there fell 
to these authorities a veritable windfall in the shape of the “ Beer 
and Whisky money Under the Local Taxation Act of 1890 an 
additional tax was imposed on spirits, and the proceeds of this and 
part of,the existing tax on beer were to be applied to compensation 
for the extmction of publicans’ licenses.' ' Parliament was unwilling 
to appropriate it to the latter purpose, and m the event the greater 
part of the money, amounting to over half a million a year, was 
placed at the disposal of the Local Authorities with a strong hint 
that they should apply it to technical education. Most of the 
Councils took the hint; the term “ technical ” was generously 
interpreted by the Central authoiity, and the “ Whisky money ” 
thus provided the means by which something like a coherent system 
of secondary education has been gradually evolved.^ 

In the work of improving secondary education the Universities The Um- 
have played a not unimportant part. The system of Local Examina- 
tions established by Oxford and Cambridge in 1858 has immensely second- 
improved the standard of teaching m thousands of middle-class ary 
schools, and in 1878 the two Universities established a Joint Board 
which has devised a system of examination for Secondary schools of 
the highest grade Certificates granted m connection with the Local 
and Joint Board examinations exempt successful candidates from 
various professional and other examinations and from the preliminary 
examinations at the Umversities themselves. 

The attentions of the educational reformer were not confined to Higher 
primary and secondary instruction. For many years past the 
position of things at the Universities had been in the highest degree 
anomalous.^ Oxfoid m particular, ever since the restrictive legisla¬ 
tion of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, had been “ nairowed 
into an exclusively Church of England Institution”.® After the 
yepeal of the Test and Corporation Acts of 1828, and the passing of 
the Catholic Emancipation Act in 1829, and the Reform Act of 1882, 
the injustice of the situation was increasingly felt. There were now 
many Nonconformists admitted not merely to the Legislature, but 
to a place m the niner councils of the Empire to whom the highest 
education was obstinately denied. At Oxford, both matriculation 
and graduation were burdened with a rehgious test; at Cambridge 
Nonconformists might matriculate, reside and offer tliemselves for 

‘ The Acts ol 1902,1918 and 19M aie in this counecLion of first-rate importance 
noi should the exhaustive labours of the Bryce Commission (1894) be overlooked 
, “ Biodnelc, Huiory of the Vnweistty oj Oujoid. 
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examination, but they could not proceed to a Degree. For l-wenty 
years an assault was mamtamed against the barriers erected by 
Elizabethan and Caroline legislation.*- Mr. Gladstone consistently 
maintained the view that “the Universities were undoubtedly 
national institutions, but only in so far as they were connected with 
the' national Church ” ; even m 1850 he insisted that “ as matters 
now "“stand there is not the shadow or the pretext of a case for 
Univer- ^ enquiry ”. But Lord John Russell thought otherwise, and in 1850 
Sioot' Royal Commissions were appointed to enquire into the state, 
otisso discipline, studies, and revenues of the University and Colleges of 
Oxford and Cambridge respectively. The Reports of these Comhiis- 
sions and the resulting legislation mark an epoch of first-rate import¬ 
ance in national education. In the forefront of the Oxford Report 
there was an emphatic''assertion of the national character of the 
University: “ Such an institution cannot be regarded as a mere 
aggregation of private interests; it is eminently national. It would 
seem, therefore, to be a matter of public policy that... such measui'es 
should be taken as may serve to raise its efficiency to the highest 
point and to diffuse its benefits most widely.” Many of the resulting 
reforms were primarily domestic in chaiacter, aft'ectmg the constitu¬ 
tion and powers of the governing bodies within the Uiuversity— 
Convocation, Congregation, and Council; others were intended to 
facilitate the admission of a poorer class of students by giving per- 
mission to undergraduates to reside in licensed lodging, or even to 
become members of the University without incurring the expense of 
]oming a College or Hall; ** of even wider significance were those 
which admitted Dissenters to Matriculation and the Bachelor’s 
Degree at Oxford (1854), and which, at Cambridge, abolished the 
test for all Degrees except those in Divinity. But at both Universities 
Dissenters were still excluded from all share in the government and 
(virtually) from all part m the teaching work alike of the Universities 
and of the Colleges, as well as from the enjoyment of the moie per¬ 
manent emoluments. Between 1860 and 1870 there was almost 
continuous agitation for the complete and final abolition of all such 
restrictions, and on several occasions attempts were made to legislate 
m this sense. Of such legislation Mr. Gladstone was the most power¬ 
ful opponent. “ It was,” he declared m 1863, “ a fair and just demand 
on the part of the Chm'ch of England that the governing body in her 
University and her Colleges should be composed of her members ” “ 
But in 1865 Oxford unmuzzled her champion, and as member for 

Cf on Uie goneittl subject Lewis Cumjibcll, The Naiionalisalmn of the Old 
English TJntvernhes, London, 1901 In 1884 no fewer tlian thii ty-four pamiihlels 
were punted on llie question of Univeraity Reform, and cf Sir W Hamilton, 
articles m tlio Edinburgh lieoiem foi 18.80, icpublislied (18.52) in his Ihscussimis 
^ The admission ol Non-Collcgiale or Unalt.ielied Students wns the ob|C<'L of 
The Unwersity Eciuaiimn Act of 1807, a Statute duo to the efforts of Mr Ewart, 
an untiring worlcei in the cause ot University refoiia 
’ Quoted by Campbell, op cif. p 188, 
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Greenwich he carried the sweeping legislation of 1871. The Act 'of 
that year abolished all religious tests at Oxford and Cambiidge, 
except m the case of College headships and clerical Fellowships and 
of Theological Chans and Degrees m Divinity The principles ofTheUm. 
the Act of 1871 were enlarged stiU further by the Executive Com- 
missions appointed at Lord Salisbury’s instance in 1876. By these natiM* 
Commissions, whose functions extended over several years, the 
Universities and their Colleges, then- Degrees, prizes and endow¬ 
ments, their offices and their government were opened fredy to all 
creeds and classes.^ Apart from the removal of the Tests, the 
principal changes effected were ■ the limitation of the tenure of the 
ordinary Fellowships to seven years; the abolition of restrictions 
upon marriage , the equalization m the value of College scholarships, 
and the application of College endowments to the increase and a 
higher remuneration of the Professorate and other University 
pmposes.® Mr. Jowett and otheis urged upon the Commission to 
enlarge the principle of Local Examinations and to make provision 
for the extension of University teaching to persons beyond the 
limits of the University. Cambridge had already made a beginning 
in this direction (in 1873), and Oxford followed suit. The ancient 
Universities thus show themselves “ no longer content to be only in 
the strict sense of the phrase ‘ seats of learning ’, they now desire 
to be mother-cities of intellectual colonies, and to spread the influence 
of their teaching throughout the land 

This colonizing movement undertaken by the older Universities 
prepared the way for another remarkable development in higher 
education : the foundation of Universities and University Colleges m 
London and many of the great provincial towns. University Colleges 
were established in London in 1823, and in 1836 the Univeisity of 
' London came”into existence as a Degree-giving institution. In 1898 
it was transformed into a teaching Univeisity. The Owens College, 
Manchester, the nucleus of the Victoria University, was founded in 
1851; the Newcastle College of Science (in connection with the 
University of Durham) m 1871, and dui'ing the next thirty years 
similar Colleges were established at Leeds, Bristol, Sheffield, Bir¬ 
mingham, Nottingham, Liverpool, Reading, Southampton, Bangor, 
Cardiff, and Aberystwyth * 

From every point of view, therefore, the second half of the nine¬ 
teenth century was fruitful in educational activity. In 1850 Higher 

' A very few exceptions do not demand separate enumeration. 

® Lord Selbome, one of the most loyal and distinguished of hving Oxonians, 
was induced by Lord Salisbury to accept the chairmanship of the Oxford Com¬ 
mission For some misgivings as to the effect of the changes effected—not wholly 
unjustified by the event —cf Sclboinc, Memonals, u vol ii pp 374-376 

“ Jebb, op. Cl/, pp 1-2, and cf generally, Marriott, Oxford, pp 177 f 

* Most of the English Colleges have. like Owens College, developed mto 
Universities, the Welsh Colleges have become Constituent Colleges of the Univer 
sity of Wales. 
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education was a preserve of Anglicanism, Secondary education was 
simply chaotic, and Primary education reached only a small propor¬ 
tion of the children of the poor. Before the close of the century the 
old Universities were completely nationalized ; Colleges of University 
rank were springing up m great centres of industry ; a coherent and 
comprehensive system of intermediate education was being gradually 
evolved, and primary instruction, without payment and without 
price, was within the reach of all. More important still, the different 
educational grades no longer existed in isolation; they were closely 
correlated ; and for the boy or girl of promise the transition from one 
grade to the other was rendered easy and cheap. The nation had 
learnt the lesson that of all forms of national waste, the most extra¬ 
vagant IS the waste of brains. 
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CHAPTER XXII 

ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM AND FOREIGN AFFAIRS. THE CLIMAX 
OF THE CENTURY ON THE CONTINENT 
(1868-1874) 

T he disestablisliment and disendowment of the Irish Church, 
the reform of Irish land tenure, the establishment of a national 
system of elementary education—these things, large and difficult as 
they were, did not exhaust the tireless energies of Mr. Gladstone’s 
first administration. The Army and the Civil Service, the Judicial 
Bench and the licensed victuallers, trade-unionists and miners, were 
some of the people who came within the orbit of tbeir reforming 
activities. 

Down to the middle of the nineteenth century the principle The aril 
prevailed that the Public Services existed, in large measure, in order Service 
to provide appropriate occupation for the cadets of the ruhng families. 
Qualifying examinations for candidates were instituted in 1855, and 
a year earlier the places in the Civil Service of India were thrown 
open to competition. The same principle was applied, with few 
exceptions, to the Home Civil Service by an Order in Council in 1870 
A very few of the highest posts may still be filled by nomination; m 
the Foreign Office there is a combination of nomination and com¬ 
petitive examination; the Education Department is recruited largely 
from the Universities by nomination; hut the great mass of Cml 
Service appointments are given exclusively on the result of an exam¬ 
ination which is both open and competitive. Consequently, since 
1870 the higher ranks of the Civil Services have commanded some of 
the best brains of the nation. 

Much more thorny was the question of Army reform, but Mr. Army 
Gladstone had put at the War Office one of his ablest lieutenants reform 
Mr Edward Cardwell was, like his Chief, the son of a Liverpool 
merchant. Educated at Winchester and Balhol, he found a seat in 
the House of Commons ^ before he was thirty, and served bis official 
apprenticeship under Peel As President of the Board of Trade 
(1852-1865) he was responsible for the Merchant Shipping Act of 
1854; in subsequent Ministries he served as Chief Secretary for 
Ireland and Secretary of State for the Colonies. He brought, there¬ 
fore, to the War Office in 1868 wide administrative experience and a 
high reputation for firmness and tact. Like his colleague Lowe he 
was a stern economist of the Manchester School, and disliked the 
desertion of laissez-faire principles implicit m the Irish Land Act of 
1870. But he had other opportunities of enforcing them. 

’■ For Clitheroc m 1842 j 



840 ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM pseg. i 

It was a dominant maxim of the Manchester School that the 
Colonies should be gradually prepared for independence.^ To this 
end llie Rntish garrisons had been already withdrawn from Austraha 
and, New Zealand. Mr. Cardwell carried the same principle much 
further. When he took oIBce the number of British soldiers m the 
' Colonies was 4i9,000 , by 187'0 he had reduced them to about 18,000; 
the'military expenditure on the Colonies he reduced in the same 
period from £3,888,028 to £1,905,588. Of the latter sum a large 
pr&portion was expended on Imperial garrisons in stations such as 
Malta and Gibraltar, and Caidwell reckoned the strictly colonial 
expenditure in 1870 at less than £700,000. 

The Wp It was Cardwell’s hope and belief that diminished expenditure 
Oftloe might go hand m hand with increased efiicicncy. His first task, 
therefore, was to complete the reorganization of the War Office 
itself. Down to 1855 the confusion which characterized army 
admiiustratloii was appalling. But the Crimean War necessitated a 
measure of reform, the mam outlines of which have been aheady 
described ® Cardwell completed the process. He assigned the 
business of his office to three depaitments under the Commander-in- 
Chief, the Surveyor-General of the Ordinance, and the Financial 
Secretary respectively; and all weie brought under the control of 
the Secretary of State. The subordination of the Commander-m- 
Chief to the Parliamentary Minister was emphasized by the removal 
of the Headquarters’ staff fiom the Horse Guards to the War Office. 
This change involved an encroachment upon one of the most cherished 
preiogatives of the Crown. The Sovereign had hitherto regarded 
the Army as peculiarly her own domain and the Commandcr-m-Chief 
as, m a special sense, her servant. Its subordination Lo 'the Secretary 
of State terminated his immediate dependence on the Crown, and it 
was “ with ill-concealed reluctance ” “ that the Queen signed the 
Order in Council (June 28lh, 1870) which gave effect to the policy of 
her responsible advisers. It may be added that in 1904i the position 
was further simplified by the abolition of the office of Commander- 
in-Chief 

Reformof Having put in order the administrative machinery, Cardwell next 
theAimy the reorganization of the Army itself. The success of 

Piussian arms in the wars against Austria and France naturally 
atti acted the attention of military reformers to the system by which 
so brilliant a result had been achieved. It also raised anxious 
questionings as lo the efficiency of our own system. The idea of 
compulsory service-,—the basis of the Prussian system—was con¬ 
sidered, but only to be deliberately rejected. That point settled, 
Cardwell bent all his energies to making our small volunteer army 
as efficient as possible 

^ C/ e,g Lewis, Government oj Dependencies, or A Mills, Colonial Constitutions 
= Supra, pp 100 > Lee, Ltjc, p 416 
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In moving the Army Estimates for 1871 Mr. Cardwell put forward 
an elaboiate statement of his scheme. The Estimates, which had 
shown considerable reduction in the two previous years, amounted to 
£13,831,700—an increase of nearly £3,000,000 over the vote for 18'70 
For this sum the country was to have 497,000 men under’arms- 
183,000 Regulars (of whom 108,000 would be in England), 9,000 ' 

First Army Reserve, 80,000 Second Army Reserve and pensioners, 
180,000 Militia, 14,000'Yeomanry, and 170,000 Volunteers. The - 
whole of this force was to be unified, and to be controlled byfthe 
War Office and the Commander-in-Chief. This process involved two ■ 
changes of first-rate importance : the transference of the control of 
the auxiliary forces from the Lord Lieutenants to the CroVn, and " 
the abolition of the system by which commissions m the regular 
army were obtained by purchase. Vested interests were to be safe¬ 
guarded ; officers were to receive not only the regulation price they 
had paid for Commissions, but the additional price sanctioned by 
long usage This would mvolve a sum of £7,000,000 to £8,000,000, 
but the House of Commons agreed to pay the price. 

The Lords, however, accepted an amendment declining to give a 
second Reading to the Army Regulation Bill until they had before 
them the complete plan of Army reorganization. Avoiding a direct 
affirmation in favour of an intolerable abuse, the Lords had never¬ 
theless scotched the Government scheme. But they had not killed 
it. They had not reckoned on the constitutional (or unconstitutional) 
resourcefulness of the Prime Minister. 

Mr. Gladstone met the action of the Lords by a startling coup The 
d'&at. On July 20th simultaneous statements were made by 
Leaders of the two Houses that the Government had advised the of July 
Queen to “ take the decisive step of cancelling the Royal Warrant by 20th, 
which purchase is legal ” ; that her Majesty had agreed to sign 
warrant to that effect, and that on November Ist, 1871, “ purchase ” 
would cease to exist Meanwhile, Parliament would be invited to 
proceed with the compensation scheme contained in the Army Bill. 

The Bill duly became law, but the Lords m assenting to the second 
Reading added a resolution that the conduct of the Government was 
“ calculated to depreciate and neutralize the independent action of 
the Legislature, and was strongly to be condemned ”. 

That the Ministers were technically within their legal rights is 
undeniable; equally undeniable is it that their use of executive 
authority was to the last degree daring, if not dangerous. That their 
action should have aroused intense excitement was only according 
to expectation. Mr Disraeli denounced it as “ part of an avowed 
and shameful conspiracy against the undoubted privileges of the 
other House of Parliament ”. Others deprecated such a distorted 
abuse of the Royal Prerogative. Technically, however, the action 
involved neither the abuse nor the use of the Prerogative, as both 
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Lord Granville and Mr, Gladstone were careful to insist. This par¬ 
ticular power of the Crown was statutory, action being taken under 
the provisions of 49 George III. c. 120. Nevertheless, as Mr. Freeman, 
the Constitutional historian said, “ the thing had an ill look. . . 

Mr. Gladstone had two courses before him: he might abolish 
purchase by a Royal Warrant—that is by using the discretion which 
Parliament had given to the Crown; or he might bring a Bill into 
P^liament . . . what gave the thing an ill look was that, having 
chosen the second way and not being able to carry his point that 
way, he then fell back on the first way,” “ I believe,” he added 
with shrewd insight, “ that this is one of those cases iii which a 
strictly conscientious man hke Mr. Gladstone docs things from which 
a less conscientious man would slirink 

' Not less important than the change in the tenure of the ofllcers 
was that in the enlistment of the men. In 1829 the principle of 
enlistment for life had been for the first time adopted Recruits 
were, on these terms, difficult to get. A large portion of them 
“were obtained through the lying stories of recruiting sergeants 
poured into the ears of country yokels befuddled with drink. In 
fact they were to a large extent notlung more nor less than 
kidnapped.” ® In 1847 the term of enlistment was reduced to 
twelve years, in the fu’st instance, but men were encouraged to 
re-enlist for a further period of nine years or even longer. The 
result was, naturally, a great deficiency of Reserves. This deficiency 
Mr, Cardwell attempt^ to supply by continuing enlistment for 
twelve years, six of which were to be spent with the colours,® and 
six in a special Reserve. Soldiers with the colours were to be taught 
a trade, and reservists were to receive fourpence a day. The scheme 
has proved a great success: a better class of men certainly was 
attracted to the ranks, and the reservists, whenever called upon to 
mobilize, responded with alacrity and enthusiasm. Another part of 
Cardwell’s scheme was to evoke local patriotism by associating each 
regiment with a territorial district The country was divided into 
districts, from each of which there was to be raised a regiment of 
the line, consisting of two “ linked ” battalions, one serving at home, 
the other abroad, while the Militia and the Volunteers were to be 
brought into close relation with the regular battalions. This portion 
of Cardwell’s scheme proved only partially successful, but it cannot 
be denied that for the first time a great Army administiator had 
attempted to work out a far-sighted and comprehensive scheme, 
and with unusual persistence and skill to adapt limited means to 
illimitable ends. 

^ Pall Mall Gazelle, Februaty 12th, 1874, quoted by Motley, ii, Sfl,'!, ej also 
Selbonie, Mammals, n 102 Su Roundcll Palmer’s opinion exprc.ssed in a lettei 
(wbicb was read in the House of Cominons) to Mr Cardwell coincided precisely 
with Freeman’s 

“Lord Wolaeley ap Waid’a Queen Vieloiia, i. 108. 

“ Men might enlist in the line tor throe years 
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The lot of an Aimy reformer is not a happy one. In military Tetnpe> 
circles there was hardly a good word for the War Minister Yet Mr. 
Cardwell achieved the most brilliant success of the session of 1871, 
though he achieved it at the cost of alienating a powerful section of 
society. The Home Secretary, Mr. Bruce, alienated another section 
even more powerful, and without anything to show for it. For the 
licensed victuallers, while not less articulate in them opposition than 
the colonels, were far more successful. The cause of their agitation 
was the abortive Licensing Bill of 1871. The Bill proposed that 
existing hcensees should, subject to good conduct and the payment 
of a small annual sum, remain undisturbed for ten years. At the 
termination of that period, the magistrates were to determine the 
number of public-houses required for a district, put the privilege of 
conducting them up to auction, and apply the proceeds to the main¬ 
tenance of a special pubhc-house pohce force and other purposes for 
the benefit of the district. The Bill which was not very wisely 
conceived, seriously alarmed the “trade,” and did not evoke en¬ 
thusiasm among ardent temperance reformers. It had httle hold 
on life and perished prematurely. A much more modest measure 
was placed upon the Statute-book in 1872. Public-houses were to 
be closed at twelve o’clock in London, and at eleven o’clock in the 
country, unless the Justices in the latter case fixed another time 
between ten o’clock and midnight, and during certain hours on 
Sundays. The Act also contained provisions to secure the purity of 
the liquor sold But though modest it was not popular, and, taken 
m conjunction with its abortive predecessor, aroused against the 
Government the suspicious hostility of a powerful class. 

The hostility of another class was aroused by Mr. Goschen’s Bill 
for tlie reform of Local Government and the readjustment of local 
rates The main feature of the Bill was the immediate transference 
of half the local rates from the occupier to the owner, but as it failed 
even to reach a second Reading the details need not detain us. 

More serious for the prestige of the Ministry than the abandon- Lowe’s 
ment of the legislative projects of Mi. Biuce and Mr. Goschen was®"*^®®^ 
the defeat sustained by the Chancellor of the Exchequer m regard to 
his proposed match tax. Lowe was a purist, not to say a pedant, m 
finance, but down to 1871 he had been, for so clever a man, unex¬ 
pectedly successful at the Exchequer. In 1869 he had been able, by 
an ingenious alteration m the date of payment, to take a penny off 
the income tax, and had largely reduced the taxes on locomotion. 

He had also, with characteristic pedantry, abolished the one shilhng 
registration duty on imported corn. The tax brought in nearly a 
million a year and hurt nobody. In 1870, thanks to dimmished 
expenditure on armaments, he had taken a further penny off the 
income tax, thus reducing it to fourpence; he bad reduced the sugar 
duty by 50 per cent., and had abolished the newspaper stamp and 
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the duty on railway pobsengcrt.. But m 1871 fortune deserted him, 
Cardwell wanted an extra three millions for the Aimy, and this Lowe 
proposed to raise in three ways : by a complicated readjustment oi 
the income tax, winch would have increased the rate by slightly 
more than Ijd. in the £, by an increase m the Probate and Succession 
Duties, and by a small tax on matches—e® luce lucellum. All these 
proposals were unpopular, and the last raised an agitation out of all 
proportion to the intrinsic importance of the proposal. The Cabinet 
gave way; all Mr. Lowe’s over-ingenious devices were abandoned, 
and an extra 2d. on the income tax provided m hum-drum fashion 
for the estimated deficit. The 2d. came off again m 1872, and a 
third penny in 1873, but Mr. Lowe never recovered his prestige. In 
1878 an administrative scandal ^ brought his own career at the 
Exchequer to an abrupt and inglorious close, and still further 
damaged the credit of the Cabinet m which he continued to sit as 
Home Secretaiy. 

Long before 1873, however, the tide had begun to turn against 
the Liberal Government. Their appetite for legislation had been 
prodigious, and the digestion of the country proved to be less robust 
than their own. Apart fiom the larger Statutes already described, 
there stands to the credit of then industry a long list of useful 
measures: The Trades Union Act of 1871; the Mines Act of 1872, 
the Extradition Act, the Natuiahzalion Act, and the Foreign 
Enlistment Act—all part of the copious crop of 1870, and the Bank 
Holiday Act of 1871, the credit for which belongs, however, not 
to the Ministry but to one who attained eminence as a banker, a 
man of science, a social philosopher, and a legislator, Sir John 
Lubbock, afterwards Lord Avebury. 

To the above list must be added two other Acts of considerable 
importance—the Ballot Act of 1872 and the Judicature Act of 1873. 
“ Vote by Ballot ” had formed a part of the programme of the 
Society for Constitutioiiul Information in 1780 ; the demand re¬ 
appeared m a “ Declaration of Rights ” drafted in 1831, and again m 
the People’s Charter in 1837, but there was a strong prejudice— 
not confined to Conservative politicians—against the principle of 
secret voting, and not until after the Election of 1868 did it become 
a question of practical politics A Committee was appointed in 
1869 to enquire into the wliole subject of the conduct of parlia¬ 
mentary elections, and in 1870 Lord Hartmgton introduced a Bill 
to abolish public nomination and to establish secret voting. With¬ 
drawn m 1870, an amended Bill was passed through the Commons m 
1871. In the meantime an argument from experience had been 
furnished by the first election for the London School Board, which 
was elected by ballot. But the Lords, exacerbated by the Royal 
Warrant on Army Purchase, contemptuously rejected the Bill. 

Needless to stale that Lowe was uoL personally involved. 



Their attitude stiffened the back of Mi. Gladstone, hitherto luke¬ 
warm about the ballot, and in September, 1871, he declared that 
“ the people’s Bill has been passed by the people’s House, and when 
it was next presented at the door of the House of Lords it would be 
with an authoritative knock In 1872 the Lords gave way; the 
Ballot Bill became law, but without the just and valuable provision 
contained in the original Bill of 1871, by which the expenses of 
parliamentary elections would have been thrown upon the rates. 

The most impoitant legislative achievement of the session ofTheJudi- 
1878 was an Act for the reorgani 2 ation and simplification of the work®®*™® 
of the Judicature. This was due to the initiative of Sir Roundell 
Palmer who, on the resignation of Lord Hatherley, had become 
Lord Chancellor and been elevated to the Peerage as Lord Selborne 
Down to 1873 the judicial system was chaotic. There existed no 
less than eight superior Courts of First Instance: the King’s (or 
Queen’s) Bench, the Common Pleas, the Court of Exchequer, the 
Chancery Court, the High Court of Admiralty, the Court of Bank¬ 
ruptcy, the Court of Probate, and the Court for Divorce and Matri¬ 
monial Cases. ' Most of these Courts had separate staffs of judges. 

Lord Selborne’s Act of 1873 was the first step in the evolution of 
order out of the chaos, which, however interesting to the antiquarian, 
was distracting to litigants, and lamentably wasteful both of time 
and money. Lord Selborne’s Act was amended m 1875, 1876, and 
1894!, and was supplemented by an important Order in Council of 
December 16th, 1880. It may conduce to economy of space and to 
lucidity to omit the clnonological details, and summarize the broad 
results. 

In place of the numerous Courts mentioned above, with their 
Varieties of procedure and conflict of jurisdictions, we have now got 
one Supreme Court of Judicatuie divided into (1) the High Court of 
Justice and (2) the Court of Appeal The former has three divisions. 

(i) The King’s Bench Division which now exercises the jurisdiction 
formerly exeicised by the Courts of King’s Bench, Common Pleas, 
and Exchequer, and the Court of Banliruptcy. The Lord Chief 
Justice acts as President assisted by a staff of fifteen Judges; (ii) 
the Chancery Division under the Lord Chancellor and six other 
judges ; and (iii) the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division under 
the President and one other Judge. 

The Judges of the High Court act also as Judges of Assize on 
circuit. 

From the High Court (including Courts of Assize) an appeal hes 
to the Court of Appeal. This Court consists of three ex-ofificio 
Judges. the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and the 
Piesident of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiialty Division, and six 
permanent Judges, namely, the Master of the Rolls and five Loids 
* Moriey, u des. 
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Justices of Appeal. Finally, from this Court of Appeal, and from 
the Sootoh and Irish Courts, an appeal lies to the House of Lords. 
In the course of the judicial reforms now under notice the Lords 
went near to losing their histone rights of Appellate Jurisdiction. 
By Lord Selbome’s Act of 1878 those rights were extinguished and 
transfened to the new Court of Appeal. Before the Act came into 
operation, however, the clause relating to the House of Lords was 
rescinded, and by the Judicature Act of 1876, the Appellate Juris¬ 
diction of the House of Lords was for the first time placed upon a 
statutory basis. Provision was made for the creation immediately 
of two, ultimately of four, salaried Law Lords, to be known as Lords 
of Appeal m Ordinary. Thenceforward no appeal was to he heard 
unless at least three Lords of Appeal were present, such Lords 
including not only the salaried Law Lords but the Chancellor, 
ex-Chancellors and any other Peers who “ hold or have held 
high judicial office The light of lay Peers to take part in the 
judicial work of their House remains unaffected by the Act of 1876, 
but it is never exercised.^ 

The Act of 1876 also effected considerable changes in the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council,® The Lords of Appeal in Ordinary, 
designated pnmarily for work in the House of Lords, were to act 
also on the Judicial Committee. At the same time it was provided 
that the Archbishops and such Bishops as are members of the Privy 
Council should no longer be members of the Judieial Committee, 
though they might continue to be summoned as assessors, for the 
hearing of ecclesiastical appeals To the same Committee the King 
may also appoint persons who have served as Indian or Colonial 
judges In effect, however, the comjjositiou of the Judicial Com¬ 
mittee IS almost identical with that of the House of Lords sitting in 
a judicial capacity.* 

Lord Selborne’s Judicature Act, especially as amended later, was 
an exceedingly valuable instalment of administrative reform. It 
was not a party measure; it was hardly a contentious one Never¬ 
theless, It contributed to an impression which was beginning to 
prevail that no institution, however venerable, was secure from the 
hands of the reformer. 'Ever since 1871 the tide of Government 
popularity had been unequivocably on the ebb. They had attempted 
not only to do too much, but to do it too quickly. In a telling phrase, 
Disraeli charged them with having “ legalized confiscation, consecrated 

*By an Act of 1887 the Law Lords (now seven in nuiribci) may letam then 
seats though not then salaries alter resignation They have, Ihcrefoie, become 
Life-Peers 

* On the Judicature Act of IS?!! and amendments, cf Selbome, Memorials, n 
c. XIV , and Marriott, Second Chambers, p 80, 

“ The judicial work of the Council was transferred to a Committee in 1883 

*Por differences m procedme, c/ MnrnoU, Engluk Pohhcal Instiiuhons, p. 
801, from which I have here incorporated one or two poiagraphs 
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sacrilege, and condoned high treason ” This was the criticism of a 
partisan But many besides paitisans were becoming uneasy The 
repose of almost all the comfortable classes had, duimg the last five 
years, been rudely disturbed: landlords, churchmen, lawyers, 
brewers, all felt that the innovator was abroad in the land. And 
many who approved strongly of the domestic reforms of the Liberal 
Ministers were dissatisfied by their conduct of foreign affairs. To 
the latter question we must now turn. 

The year 1870-1871 is frequently accounted the zenith of the European 
Liberal movement of the mneteenth century in England. It cer- 
tainly marked the climax of the century upon the Continent of 
Europe; it witnessed the transference of the Italian capital from 
Florence to Rome and the consummation of Italian Unity; the 
consolidation of Germany under a great Federal Empue; the estab¬ 
lishment of the Thud Republic in France; ^ the final assertion of 
Russian claims m the Black Sea, and the promulgation of the doctrine 
of Papal Infallibility by the Vatican Council. Such events, even 
had they stood alone, could not have failed to affect the position of 
Great Britain in the Eiuopean economy. The sequel will show that 
they did not. 

With the movement which culminated in the union of north anditalan 
south Italy under Victor Emmanuel we have aheady dealt® 

February 18th, 1861, a Parhament which was for the first time 
representative of nearly all parts of Italy assembled at Turin. But 
the work was still woefully incomplete In the web of Itahan Umty 
there were still two gapmg rents. The Austrians were still in 
Venetia; French troops were still protecting the remnant of the 
Temporal Power m Rome. The mending of both rents modern 
Italy owes to Bismarck. Early in 1865 the Prussian Ambassador at 
Florence approached La Marmora, the Itahan Mimster, with reference 
to a possible combination of Italy and Prussia agamst the common 
enemy, Austria La Marmora wisely refused to put himself un¬ 
reservedly into the hands of Prussia, and after the conclusion of the 
Convention of Gastein (Aug 14th, 1865), La Marmora sent an envoy 
to Vienna to sound the Emperor Francis Joseph as to the possibility 
of an amicable cession of Venetia to Italy. La Marmora offered to 
pay a large sum of money, and to assume part of the National Debt 
of Austria. The overture was haughtily declined by the Emperor. 

His decision at this moment proved to be of crucial importance. 

Had he accepted La Marmora’s terms the whole course of European 
history might have been changed. The Seven Weeks’ War and the 
Franco-German War might have been almost indefinitely postponed; 
Austria might still be a part of Germany, Alsace and Lorraine might 


^ Proclaimed in 1870 

“ Cf, supra, pp. 264-2S3. In the following paragraphs I quote a few sentences 
from an article of my own contiihuted to the Quarterly Remew, No 431 
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still be in the hands of France. The last obstacle in Risraarek’s path 
had in reality been removed 

In September, 1805, the Prussian Minister met the French 
Emperor at Biarritz. The blunt German, regarded by his host as a 
mere amateur in diplomacy, simply played with the master of intrigue. 
Bismarck went to Biarritz with two objects ; to induce Napoleon to 
help him to an alUance with Italy, and to secure Napoleon’s benevolent 
neutrality m the coming struggle with Austria. He came away 
from Biarritz a happy man, both objects had been attained and he 
had given in exchange nothing but verbal promises. On April 8th 
1806, Prussia concluded an alliance offensive and defensive with 
Italy. If within three months Prussia should lake up arms for the 
reform of the Germania Bund Italy undertook to declare war upon 
Austi’ia. The price of the bargain was the cession of Venetia. Too 
late the Austrian Emperor perceived the blunder he had committed. 
At the eleventh iiour he made a frantic effort to come to terms with 
Victor Emmanuel on the basis of the cession of Venetia ; but Italy 
had given Austi in lier chance, she had now made her bargain with 
Prussia, and to that bargain she faithfully adhered. 

The consequence was that in the Seven Weeks’ War Austria had 
not one enemy to confront, but two. The tiiumph of Prussian arms 
was so rapid and complete that Bismarck might have done without 
Italy. But in matters of moment he left nothing to chance Italy 
reaped no glory from the war, but she got her price—Venetia—from 
the Peace. There remained only Rome. 

Cavour had declared that “without Rome for a capital, Italy 
can never be firmly united But Cavour had appreciated the 
diplomatic difficulties; Garibaldi and Mazzmi never did. To them 
the remnant of the Temporal Power seemed like a spear-pomt 
embedded in a living body. Flouting all the worldly wisdom of 
the diplomatists, they had been eager, directly after the conquest of 
the two Sicilies (18G1), to moke an assault upon Rome. The story of 
Garibaldi’s generous folly on the one side, and on the other that of 
the blunders of the Italian Government, deprived of the statesman¬ 
ship of Cavour,^ need not be re-told Enough to say that with the 
opening of the Franco-Gcrman War in 1870 the long-drawn agony 
was ended, If Austria was obstinate in 1805, Napoleon was demented 
in 1870. On the eve of the Franco-German War he refused to 
abandon the cause of the Pope “ Better the Prussians at Pans 
than the Piedmontese in Rome,” the Empress is reported to have 
said.® But the dilemma was fallacious On August 19th the last 
French soldiers left Civita Vccchia. A month later (Sept. 20th) the 
Italians, beating down the weak resistance of the Pope’s troops, 
entered Rome, and the Italian tri-colonr floated from the Capitol. 
The Pope still refused to come to terms with Victor Emmanuel; a 
' Died 1881 “ Bolton King, liuly, li. 872 
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plebiscite declared in favour of annexation ; on June 2nd, 1871, the 
King made his triumphal entry into his new capital, and on November 
27th a Parliament, representative for the first time of every part of 
Italy, was opened in Rome. At last Italy was one. 

Before Victor Emmanuel had entered Rome, the Second French The 
Empire had ceased to be, and King William I of Prussia had been5“"‘=“’ 
proclaimed first German Emperor in the Hall of Murors m thewar^° 
Palace of Versailles The immediate antecedents of these astound¬ 
ing events demand a brief note. “It is France,” said Marshal 
Randon, “which has been conquered at Sadowa.” It was true 
The rapidity and completeness of the Prussian victories entirely 
upset the calculations of Napoleon, and lus diplomacy between 1866 
and 1870 was marked by a series of blunders, each of which served 
only to draw him more tightly into the coils prepared for him by 
Bismarck. The latter prepared giimly for the next step in his 
carefully premeditated diplomacy. So far back as 1866 he had 
avowed his conviction “ that a war with France would succeed the 
war with Austria lay in the logic of history,” and that such a war 
was a necessary preliminary to the construction of a United Germany, 

Napoleon also believed war to be inevitable; the Empress be- 
heved it to be essential to the mamtenance of the dynasty, and held 
that if wax had to come the sooner the better for France. Napoleon’s 
health was faihng and he knew that the militai’y strength of Prussia 
was increasing much faster than that of France.^ Feverishly he 
sought alliances with Austria, with Italy, with Russia. The negotia¬ 
tions with Austria had gone far, but the Roman entanglement impeded 
negotiations with Italy, and when the war-cloud bm’st Fiance was 
still without allies. 

By 1869 Bismarck was ready, but he was anxious that the The 
offensive should come from France. He found (or rather made) his 
opportunity in the Hohenzollern candidature for the throne of Spain Candida 
Having got rid of their disreputable Queen Isabella, the Spaniards ture for 
in 1869 declared for a Constitutional Monarchy, and Bismarck con- 
Inved that the throne should be offered to a cadet of the Prussian throne 
House, Prince Leopold of HohenzoUern-Sigmarmgen Prince Leopold 

hung back, but m 1870 £50,000 of Prussian bonds were transferred 
to Madrid ® The offer was renewed and on July 4th was accepted. 

It was perfectly well known in Berlin that Prince Leopold’s 
acceptance of the Crown of Spam would be regarded as a casus belli 
by Napoleon, and on July 4th the latter sent a formal intimation to 
tbs effect. On July 12th Prince Leopold, at his own instance, 
withdrew his candidature and Bismarck’s diplomatic structure 
tottered. Once more war seemed to have been averted. The 

^ Cf Acton, Historical Essays, pp 206 seq 

* Cf Acton (p 214), who knew the banker thiougli whom the transaction was 
checied 



850 


ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM 


[ises. 

French Prime Minister M, Ollivicr (Icclnred that the crisis was over, 
but there were at least two people m France who were not less eager 
for war than Bismarck himself France, therefore, with incredible 
folly, required that the King of Prussia should not merely express his 
formal approval of Leopold’s revocation, but should also promise 
“ that he would not again authorize his candidature This insolent 
demand was presented to the Prussian King at Ems by Benedetti 
the French Ambassador (July 18th). The King courteously declined 
to go beyond his approval of the revocation, and as Benedetti was 
importunate sent him word through an aide-de-camp that he had 
nothing further to say to the Ambassador. The King telegraphed 
the news to Bismarck at Berlin and left it to Ins Minister to decide 
whether it should be communicated to the diplomatists and to the 
Press. 

The Bismarck’s opportunity had come. He took brief counsel with 

“forged” and Roon and showed them the telegram he had prepared for 

tcicirr&rn “ ^ 

publication. “ You have converted,” said IMoltke, “ surrender into 

defiance " He had ; but to describe his telegram as ‘‘ forged ”, is 
an abuse of language The terms in winch he communicated his 
master’s message to the Ambassadors and to the Press were deliber¬ 
ately designed to inflame passions lioth m Pans and Berlin, His 
object was attained The Parisian populace demanded war, and the 
Empress Eugdnie and the Due de Gramont pressed it upon the 
Emperor and a reluctant Cabinet Napoleon was not ready and he 
knew it But on July 14th the French Cabinet by a majority of one 
vote decided on war. The French declaration reached Berlin on 
July 19th. With consummate adroitness Bismarck had exliibited 
France m the eyes of Europe as a wanton aggressor 
England The rapid Sequence of events took the English Cabinet completely 
Franco* surpnse.^ The Prime Minister was absorbed in other matters, 
Gorman member of his Cabinet who might have intervened with 

War effect to avert war passed away on June 27tli. Lord Clarendon was 
one of the safest, if not one of the most brilliant, Foieign Secretaries 
of the nineteenth century, and his death at this critical moment was 
an irreparable loss both to England and to Europe. His successor 
was Lord Granville, who received the seals of the Foreign Office on 
July 6th—on the same day that France publicly declared that she 
could not permit a foreign State to di&tmb the balance of power by 
placing one of her princes on the “ tlirone of Charles V ”. On the 
previous day Lord Granville had been informed by Mr (afterwards 
Lord) Hammond, Under-Secretary at the Foreign Office, that, with 
the exception of the trouble caused by “ the recent murder of British 
subjects by brigands in Greece, he had never, during his long experi- 

i This Btatement perhaps requires modiliealion in view ol the correspondence 
between Lord Lyons and Lord ClnTcndon pi'intcd ap Lord Newton’s Lmd Ljjons, 

1 , C. VI , Vll 
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ence, known so great a lull in foreign affairs ’’ ^ Within twenty-four 
hours Lord Granville was immersed m a desperate effort to keep the 
peace of Europe. 

That effort was, of course, abortive. On July 20th Bavaria 
decided to jom Prussia. The adhesion of South Germany not only 
added 150,000 men to the forces at the disposal of Prussia, but shut 
the door in the face of France Within three weeks Boon had poured 
600,000 troops into France, and had another 500,000 ready to start 

On August 2nd the war began. Exactly a month latci (Sept 2nd), 
Napoleon surrendered to the King of Prussia at Sedan. The Emperor 
himself and 80,000 Frenclunen became prisoners of war. The first 
phase of the war had ended in a splendid triumph for the German 
arms. 

The military debacle was immediately followed by a political 
revolution. The Empire collapsed; a Repubhe was proclaimed 
(Sept. 4th), and the Empress fled to England. A Government of 
National Defence was hastily formed under Jules Favre, Gambetta, 
and General Trochu, the Governor of Pans M Favre declared 
that the Repubhe would not yield “ a stone of a French fortress nor 
an inch of Piench soil ”. This valoious declaration did not facilitate 
the conclusion of peace. The siege of Pans began on September 
20th and, despite the desperate efforts of Gambetta to relieve it, 
the capital surrendered on January 28th, 1871. The Germans then 
granted an armistice to allow the election of a National Assembly 
which met at Bordeaux (Feh. 12th) and elected the veteran states¬ 
man, Thiers, head of the State. Ptehminanes of peace were signed 
in February, and finally ratified at Frankfort on May 10th. France 
was compelled to cede to Germany the whole of Alsace (except 
Belfort) and Eastern Lorraine, together with the great fortresses of 
Metz and Strasburg, and to pay the vast indemnity of five milliards 
of francs within tluee years. Until the indemnity was paid German 
troops were to remain in occupation of the French fortresses. Lord 
Granville, as we have seen, had made every effort to aveit war. 

When it was declared he announced and observed complete neutrality, 

By both parties, however, his attitude was suspected. 

English opinion was at first profoundly hostile to France, who The atti. 
was regarded as the wanton disturber of European peace. These 
feelings were still further inflamed when, on .July 25th, The Times ® 
published the text of a di’aft Treaty, which it was alleged had been 
submitted on behalf of the Emperor Napoleon to Bismarck in 1866 
It viitually provided for the absorption of Belgium by France. 
Bismaick himself communicated the Treaty, from obvious motives, to 
The Times, and followed up the startling disclosure by an elaborate 
Vindication of his own virtue. The French Government repudiated 
Bismarck’s account of the matter, and the Emperor himseE declared 
^ Fitzmaucice, Gtanmlle, u. 82, 88. 
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from his camp at Metz that it was Bismarck who offered him Belgium 
and thab he had refused it *■ 

Whatever the truth as to the original transaction it was not easy 
to justify Bismarck’s disclosure, nor the moment selected for it. 

But the diplomatic controversy that ensued was not without 
advantage to Great Britain. It rendered both Prussia and Pi'ance 
eager to assent to Lord Granville’s suggestion that the Treaty of 
1839, guaranteeing the integrity of Belgium, should be renewed, and 
m terms even more rigorous and specific. This revised treaty was 
signed on August 9th and, shortly afterwards, the terms were extended 
to include Luxemburg. 

Meanwhile, no diplomatic assmanccs sufficed to convince Prussia 
Lliat the neutrality of England was otherwise than malevolent 
towards her. “ The English are more hated at this moment than 
the French, and Lord Granville more than Benedetti.” Thus the 
Crown Princess wrote from Berlin to the Queen on August 9th, 1870.® 
At this moment there was no justification for these sentiments. A 
month later theie was. After the fall of the Empire public opinion 
in England veered round in favour of the defeated combatant On 
September 21at the Queen telegraphed to King William to express 
the hope that he would make peace “ in a generous spirit Lord 
Granville sent a special envoy to the German head-qiiarlers to 
persuade Bismai ck to meet Jules Favre, The King and his Chancellor 
were equally unyielding. France was beaten and Germany must 
make herself secure, if possible, for all tmic On Septembei’ 13th 
M. Thiers arrived in London to beg Lord Granville to initiate a 
movement for European mediation on behalf of France. The English 
Minister received him cordially but sent him away empty. Nothing 
short of armed intervention, proposed to the combatants by all the 
great neutral powers acting m concert, ivould, as Loid Granville 
conceived, have been of the least avail. France, however, was con¬ 
vinced that England might have done more. Prussia thought that 
she ought to have done less. What chance there was of concerted 
action among the neutrals the next move in the diplomatic game 
will show. 

In October, 1870, Prince Gortschakoff addressed to the Powers a 
circular denouncing on behalf of Russia the Black Sea clauses of the 
Treaty of Pans (1856). Article XI. of that Treaty declared : “ The 
Black Sea is neutralized, its waters and its ports thrown open to 
the mercantile marine of every nation are foimally and in perpetuity 
interdicted to the flag of war, either of the Powers possessing its 
coasts or of any other Power ” Certain unimportant exceptions 
were made by Articles XIX. and XX, but by Article XIII. the 
Czar and the Sultan engaged “ not to establish or maintain upon that 
coast any military-maritime arsenal”. These were the famous 
' I'llzmaunce, u 41 = Ibid 88. 
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articles which Russia now seized the opportunity, by her sole and 
individual action, to denounce. The step, if not actually suggested, 
was certainly approved beforehand by Bismarck. Nor was it really 
unexpected. Russia had long chafed under the restrictions, and it 
was reasonably certain that she would take the first chance of 
escaping from them. Gortschakoff cymcally referred to the “ in¬ 
fringements to which most European transactions have been latterly 
exposed, and in the face of which it would be difficult to maintam 
that the wntten law . . . retams the moral validity which it may 
have possessed at other times ”. In plain English, the Czar saw no 
reason why he should observe treaties when other people broke them. 

It ought not to escape notice that both for Russia and Great 
Britain the question of naval power m the Black Sea had acquired a 
new significance by the recent (1869) openmg of the canal across the 
Isthmus of Suez. Even yet, perhaps, the world has hardly realized 
the profound mfluence that event is destined to exercise upon Welt 
poliUk. It certainly was not realized m 1870. Virtually, however, 
there were but two courses open to Great Britain ; to acquiesce in 
the bold and cynical action of the Czar, or, without allies, to fight 
him. To declare war upon Russia, at this juncture, would be to 
provoke the Armageddon which England was using aU her endeavours 
to avert And was the game worth the candle ? Lord Derby said 
that “ he would fight for the neulrahty of Egypt, but not for the 
neutrality of the Black Sea And he expressed the best opinion 
on the subject. In face of it. Lord Granville had no option but to 
get out of a disagreeable business with as little loss of prestige as 
possible. Bismarck was induced to mvite the Gieat Powers to a 
conference to discuss the questions raised by Piince Gortschakoff’s 
circular. Great Britain assented on condition that the conference 
met not at St. Petersburg but in London, and that it should not 
assume “ any portion of the Treaty to have been abrogated by the 
discretion of a single Power ”. This may be regarded as solemn 
farce ; the conclusion was foregone, but it was making the best of 
a bad job. The conference met in London in December, and Lord 
Granville got all the satisfaction he could out of a solemn protocol, 
declaring it to be “ an essential principle of the law of nations that 
no Power can liberate itself from the engagements of a Treaty . . 
unless with the consent of the contracbng Powers by means of an 
amicable arrangement ”. For the rest, Russia got what she wanted : 
the modification of the Treaty of Paris was duly recorded m the 
Treaty of London (March 13th, 1871) ® 

That English prestige suffered from the tearing up of the Treaty The 
of Pans can hardly be denied But a still more difficult question 

tion 

Odo Russell to Granville np Fitzmaurice, ii 72 
»Gf Holland, European Concert in the Eastern Question (with texts in full), 
p 272 
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awaited solution. Ever since the American Civil War relations 
between Great Britain and the United States had been severely 
strained. Neither party to the war was satisfied with our attitude. 
The North regarded our neutrality as rather more than malevolent, 
the South thought it inadequately benevolent. More specifically, 
there was the question of the damage inflicted upon American 
commerce by the Alabama and other cruisers. 

On this question the attitude of England had undergone some 
modification. Lord Russell, the Minister primarily responsible, had 
repudiated all responsibility, though he lived to malce a manly con¬ 
fession that he had been to blame. I<ord Clarendon, however, in 
1869, concluded a convention which virtually admitted that the 
damage inflicted by the cruiseis upon individuals wa.s a matter for 
negotiation. But of this the American Senate would not hear. 
They persisted that between the two nations there was outstanding a 
national question which demanded speedy settlement. More than 
this. The most extravagant demands were put foiward. Great 
Britain was to be held responsible not merely for provable damage 
inflicted upon individuals, but for the actual prolongation of the war 
and the expenses incidental thereto These “indiiect claims,” as 
they came to be called, were roughly estimated at £400,000,000, 
Mr. Gladstone himself reckoned that four times that sum would 
have barely covered them. The Americans doubtless said a great 
deal more than they meant, but feelings were exceedingly bitter, and 
war might very easily have ensued but for the extraordinary for¬ 
bearance and restraint of the English Cabinet and the English 
Parliament 1 Early in 1871 the two countries agreed on a joint 
commission to discuss not only the Alabama claims, but all other 
questions outstanding between them. The English commissioners 
were Lord de Grey and Ripon,** Sir Stafford Northcote, Sir John A. 
Macdonald (representing Canada), Sir Edward Thornton, Minister at 
Washington, and Mr. Montagu Bernard, Professor of International 
Law at Oxford. The Commission opened at Washington on February 
27th, and after more than two months of difficult and delicate 
negotiation the Treaty of Washington was signed. Nothing but great 
forbearance on the part of Lord de Grey and Ripon and his colleagues 
could have saved the situation. They proposed that all the questions 
not decided in the Treaty which they hoped to conclude should be 
submitted to a body of arbitrators The Americans insisted that the 
arbitration should itself be governed by certain new principles of 
international law, which weie to be propounded m the Treaty. 
Those principles were admittedly not accepted when the Alabama 
had escaped from Liverpool, and the American demand was, therefore, 

> C/ Gladalone’s lesliraony to the admiittblo leinjier displayed by the Opposi¬ 
tion, Morley, ii 408 

“ Cieatcd Marquis of Ripon for his successful conduct of this dillicult matter 



1874] 


THE “ALABAMA” CASE SB5 

illogical. But the Foreign Enlistment Act, passed m England in 
1870, had made it a criminal offence to build a ship for use against 
a friendly belligerent Power, and the English Commissioners therefore 
agreed, as a friendly act, that the Arbitrator should “ assume that 
Her Majesty’s Government had undertaken to act ” upon the new 
principles The other jchief impediment to an agreement was the 
question of the British counter-claims in regard to the Feman raids 
in Canada. But on this point, also, Great Britain gave way. 

On May 8th, 1871, the Treaty of Washington—a portentious Treaty of 
document consisting of forty-three articles—was signed. It expressed 'Washing, 
“in a friendly spirit the regret felt by Her Majesty’s Government 
for the escape, under whatever circumstances, of the Alabama and 
other vessels from British ports, and for the depredation committed 
by those vessels ”. It adjusted m imnute detail outstandmg disputes 
as to fisheries between United States and Canada, and agreed to 
refer the question of the Vancouver boundary (involving the pos¬ 
session of the Island of San Juan) to the arbitration of the German 
Emperor, who ultimately decided against Great Britain. It accepted 
new principles of international law, involving greater diligence in 
preventing the equipment of ships in neutral harbours for use against 
friendly belligerents, and finally it agreed to refer the Alabama claims 
themselves to a tribunal of five persons nominated by Great Bntain, 
the United States, Italy, Switzerland, and Brazil 

One difficult corner had thus been deftly turned • another re- The 
mained. The Arbitrators were to meet at Geneva on June 15th, 

1872. The English Arbitrator was Chief Justice Cockburn, and SirtiJn 
Roundell Palmer acted as Agent or Counsel.^ At one moment, 
however, it seemed doubtful whether the Gevena tribunal would 
ever meet. Before the end of 1871 the English Govermnent learnt 
that the American “ case ’’ insisted upon an adjudication “ not only 
upon the losses suffered by individual American citizens, but upon 
the indirect constructive, consequential, and national claims first 
propounded m their full dimensions by Mr Sumner ” * The Govern¬ 
ment were not only disappointed but deeply incensed at the revival 
of this preposterous demand. And none more so than Mr. Gladstone, 
who declared that “ we must be insane to accede to demands which 
no nation with a spark of honour or spirit left would submit to even 
at the point of death ” The Cabinet, though with varying degrees 
of emphasis, were unanimous against the submission of the indirect 
claims.® The point had really been slurred at Washington. If the 
Americans had insisted on specific inclusion, or the Enghsh on specific 
exclusion, there would have been no treaty of arbitration. The 
moderate men on both sides hoped that they would be ruled out by 

One of the best accounts of the Geneva Arbitration may be found in bie 
Memorials, ii c xi 

* Morley, Gladstone, u 400 


Morlcy, u 408 
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the arbitrators themselves, and this was precisely what happened at 
Geneva. That it did happen was due to the high courage, the true 
dignity a ndperfect tact of one man, whose name should be held in 
everlasting remembrance, Charles hrancis Adams, the American 
nominee. Thanks to Adams the tribunal met, and in September, 
1872, it issued its award It was unanimously against Great Britain 
as regards the Alabama, and, by a majority, on other claims. The 
sum awarded for damages, in final settlement, was about £8,250,000. 
It was “ a good deal cheaper than war,” was the chaiacteristio 
comment of Mr. Lowe. Eight years afterwards Mr. Gladstone said: 
“ Although I may think the sentence was harsh in its extent and 
unjust in its basis, I regard Ric fine imposed on this country as dust 
m the balance compared with the moral value of the example set 
when these two great nations of England and America . went 
m peace and concord before a judicial tribunal rather than resort to 
the arbitrament of the sword It was finely said, and impartial 
history may applaud the sentiment, but among contemporaries 
there was an uneasy sense that too many of the kicks had of late 
fallen to our share. As for the Govcinment, tlic Geneva Award 
added another item to its rapidly accumulating burden of unpopu- 
larity 

Potron- The appointment of Sir Robert Collier ^ to be a paid member of 
“fie the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, though m itself un¬ 
exceptionable, was a flagrant violation of the spirit of the recent Act. 
The Act provided that the paid member sliould have served on the 
Bench. Sir Robert never had, but was appointed for a few days a 
Justice of the Court of Common Pleas, to give him tlie technical 
qualification. This was sailing Loo near tlie wind, and the Govern¬ 
ment escaped actual censui’e in the Lords by only two votes, in the 
Commons by only twenty-seven. The appointment of a Cambridge 
Graduate to the Rectory of Ewclme .‘.cemed to be another, though 
less important, violation of tnw. Wlicn the Rectory had been 
divorced from the Regius Professor of Divinity, it was provided that 
the Rector should be a member of the Convocation of Oxford 
Reaigna Such things, relatively unimportant m themselves, were not cal- 
tion ot culated to prop up a tottering Ministiy. But the final blow came, 
Gladstone Perversely, from an Irish me. suie Defeated on his Irish University 
Cabinet Bill by a majority of three, Mr Gladstone immediately placed his 
resignation m the hands of the Queen (March 13th, 1878), The 
Queen sent for Disraeli, but Disraeli had no desire for another term 
of office without power, nor did he wish to clieck the coming Con¬ 
servative revival by a premature and purposcle.s3 dissolution. The 
pear, he judged in a party sense, was nearly, but not quite, ripe, 
He judged wisely Mi. Gladstone resumed ollice with a very bad 
grace (March 20th). 


Afterwards Lord Monkswell 
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A shifting of Cabinet of&ces did nothing to redeem the popularity The Ash- 
of the Ministry,1 and the credit for the success of a “ little war,” 
accrued—justly enough—to the soldiers. A deal with the Dutch 
had lately transferred to Great Britain some forts on the African 
Gold Coast. In June, 1873, the native Ashantees, disliking the 
change, attacked the Protectorate in force. Sn Garnet Wolseley 
was sent out in command of a punitive expedition, penetrated through 
the unhealthy jungle to Coomassie, the Ashantee capital, burnt the 
palace and town, unposed terms on King Koffee Kalkalee, and re¬ 
turned triumphant. The whole expedition was planned with the 
forethought, and executed with the pnnotuahty and success, which 
the world had long since associated with the name of its commander. 

Before he and his troops returned to England (March, 1874) the 
Government whioli sent them out had fallen. 

In January, 1874, Mr. Gladstone hod mformed the Queen thatFaHol 
the Cabinet had resolved to advise an immediate dissolution as “ the****^ 
best means of putting an end to the disadvantage and weakness of 
a false position ”. The position was possibly false ; it was certainly meat 
weak, and its weakness was due to many causes in combination; to 
an over-loading and still more an over-weighting of the parliamentary 
ship ; to several legislative failures; to one administrative scandal,® 
and more than one equivocal use of patronage, to Cabinet divisions 
which not even the high authority of the Premier could wholly 
check; to a sense of lowered prestige abroad and weakened vitality 
at home; to a remarkable series of Government defeats m bye- 
elections, above aU to the political anti-climax which had ensued on 
the defeat of the Ministry in March, 1878. On the top of all this 
Gladstone had made up his mind to the greatest financial plunge 
of his career at the Exchequer—the abolition of the income tax. 

This was no death-bed repentance or hustings’ inspiration. But 
for the Crimean War, he might have done it nearly twenty years 
before. If he could obtain the assistance of Cardwell and Goschen, 
now at the head of the two great spending Departments, he believed 
himself to be at last in a position to accomphsh it. Them help was 
doubtful, but the Premier clearly hoped much from an appeal to the 
country. “ We dissolve,” he wrote, “ on finance.” His programme 
as put before the country was threefold (1) repeal of the income 
tax ; (2) relief and readjustment of local taxation ; (3) remission of 
taxes on articles of general consumption. It was not for nothing 
that Mr. Gladstone had gone back to the Exchequer. 

The constituencies, however, refused the bait from Mr Gladstone The 
and they never got another chance of swallowing it. In England 

^Lowe was transferred to the Home Office , Gladstone himsell took the Ex-of 1874 
chequer, Rlpon and ChlldeiB retired, Bright came back as Chancellor of the 
Duchy 

■“ Be the apphcation of £800,000 which was applied without authority to the 
purchase of telegraphs when it should have gone to the consolidated fimd 

13 
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the Tones swept the country; even in Scotland and Wales there 
was some weakening of the Liberal defences ; the Home Rulers came 
fifty-eight sti'ong from Ireland In the event, the Tones had a clear 
majority of over fifty in the House of Commons, reckoning all the 
Home Rulers as opponents,^ Mr. Gladstone attributed his defeat, 
neither generously nor accurately, to “ a torrent of gm and beet,” 
and to the coil of the education controversy. His colleagues pre¬ 
ferred not to await the verdict of Parliament, and against his own 
judgment he gave way. On lus resignation the Queen sent for Mr. 
Disraeli. 

’ Other ealmiiites put it eiglity-three 
Morley, ii 401 


In England and Wales it was 106.— 
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CHAPTI® XXIlf 

THE NEW TORYISM IMP&RWM ET SANITAS 
( 1874 - 1878 ) 

N ot for a -whole generation had the Conservative party been in The Con- 
power. Three times since the great schism of 1846 they had 
been in office, but always in a minority Mr Disraeli was now 
the head of a party which commanded not only a large but a compact 
majority. His success in 1874 was due, primarily perhaps, to the 
blunders, unpopularity, and internal dissensions of his opponents. 

But not wholly. It was due partly to a gradual inclination of the 
mind and instinct of the electoiate towards the objects for which 
modern Conservatism was to stand Those objects had been in the 
last few years clearly re-stated and defined by the leader who was 
now, in the late evening of his days, to reap the tardy reward of 
patience and sagacity. ^ 

Disraeli was no mere opportunist. No one who takes the -trouble Disraeli 
to master the political philosophy which permeates his novels ‘^^ti e 
accept that superficial -view of his career Those novels are at least of Con- 
as serious a contribution to political thought as the solemn treatises s^rva- 
whicb Bolingbroke -twote for the instruction of his party in the first 
half of the eighteenth century. Bolingbroke is accounted the first 
great educator of the Tory party, and with reason. Compare the 
Toryism of Filmer with that of the younger Pitt and you have the 
measure of the influence of Bolingbroke ^ George III learnt from 
the Patriot King the principles which he practised until he found a 
master in Chatham’s son. George HI. may have been an indifferent 
King, but he was consummately successful as the reconstructor and 
leader of a party.* Canmng, had he bved, might have performed a 
similar service after 1830, though he was hardly less mistrusted than 
Bolingbioke Sir Robert Peel attempted it, but succeeded only in 
creating the party which bore his name until it was absorbed into 
the new Liberalism Disraeh accomplished it; and ahke m his 
novels and in his more elaborate speeches the influence of Bolingbroke 
is clearly traceable. “ The State is become, under ancient and 
kno-wn forms, a new and undeflnable monster ; composed of a king 
-without monarchical splendour, a Senate of Nobles without ansto- 
cratical ascendancy, and a Senate of Commons without democratical 
freedom.” * Disraeli might have taken this passage from Bolingbroke 
as the text of his great discourse at Manchester. The Manchester 
speech (April 3rd, 1872) followed by one at the Crystal Palace 

* C] Churton CoHins’s biiUiant essay on Bolingbrolce 
“ Loid Hugh Cecil la-ys stress upon this m his Conseroalii.m ceoeutly published 
( 1912 ). 

^ Dissertation an Parties. 
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(June 24) may be said to have defliied the principles of the New 
Toryism and to have prepared the way for the victory at the Polls in 
1874,1 Those speeches demand close attention. In the forefront 
Disraeli placed the maintenance of the histone institutions of the 
country. His party had been _ accused of having no programme, 
The retort was singularly effective. “ If by n programme is meant 
a plan to despoil churches and plunder landlords, I admit we have no 
programme. If by a programme is meant a policy which assails or 
menaces every institution and every in iciest, every class, and every 
calling in the country, 1 admit we Imvc no inogramihe ... the pro- 
gi'amme of the Conservative party is to niaintam the Constitution 
of the country.” In that Constitution Disraeli laid especial stress 
for reasons which will appear pre.scut)y, on the upholding of the 
“ ancient Monarchy of England ”. Tlie second duty of the party 
was to uphold “ the Empire of England ” , and the third the elevation 
of the social condition of the people “ Sanitas sanilatiim omnia 
Samta,s,’’ was the text of his discourse at Manchester. Opponents 
might deride it as a policy of .sewage uiid shoddy, but “ the Constitu¬ 
tion, the Empire and Social Reform ” represented not merely the 
battle-cry of an opportunist, hut the carefully considered and 
coherent programme of one who aspired not merely to win a transient 
victory at the polls, hut to refound a party The response and the 
reward came not m the eon.spiciioiis yet liaiisifory triumph of 1874, 
but in the prolonged ascendaney of his party from 1880 to 1906. 

The new , Disraeli hilnself could look forwnul to no prolonged tenure of 

Cabinet pQ-^yer He was now sevcniy years of age, and lie had been in 
Parliament ever smee the Queen came to tlie throne.''* ^ He gathered 
round liim a Cabinet of great bnsine.ss ability. The Enreigu Office 
was put in tlic safe and trusted liaiid.s'of Lord Derby , Lord Cairns' 
returned to the Woolsack, the rebels of 1807 were rewarded with 
two Secietaiyslups of State, Lord Carnarvon taking the Colonics and 
Lord Salisbury India; Sir Stullord Northcotc, trained m the Pcel- 
Gladstone school, beeame Chancellor of the Excliequci, Me. Word 
Hunt being transferi cd to the Admiralty ; Mr, Gathorne-Hardy, a 
brilliant tighter, went to the War (Jfliee ; the Duke of Richmond led 
the Lords as Picsidciit of the Council ; I.ord Malmesbury held the 
Privy Seal, and Lord John Manners wiis Po.sttnnstcr-Geiicral. The 
twelfth member of tlie Cabinet was a'lccnut, Mi. Richard Aasheton 
Cross, a shrewd, Icvel-licaded Liineaslnrc hanker who, like so many 
twelfth men, proved him.selt the success ol' the team. Sir Michael 
Hicks-Bcach, a eountry gentlenum of gieat ability, became Chief 
Secretary to the Lord Liculcnmit of Ireland (the Duke of Abcrcorn), 
and two other busiticsshke sijuiici., Sir Gluirles Adderley and Mr. 

'The now orf'iiMi/.iilioii ileviHod l)v Ml (niiw .Sir .kihii) Gorst, must have its 
shore oC orctlil, for the vicliirv ; cf tiauild (JowlN Hurl (if Jleaconflekh C xlli 

“ Speeches, ii <101 

' K1l( lod M1' for Muidslone, 18U7 
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Sclater-Booth, presided respectively over the Boards of Trade ahd 
Local Government. But the three squires were not included in the 
Cabinet. Disraeli was determined, like all the best parliamentarians, ^ 
that his Cabinet should be not a debating-society but a consultative 
Committee and to compass that end he wisely kept it small. 

The new Ministry began a little unsteadily, but soon settled down Eloolesi- 
to woijk., Public interest centred during their first session on three 
ecclesiastical- measures, the most important of which was not tech- 
nically a Government Bill 

The first was Lord Sandon’s Bill for the amendment of the 
Endowed Schools Act of 1869,^^ Lord Sandon proposed (1) to 
abolish the Endowed Schools Commission and to transfer its 
functions to the Charity Commission, and (2) to restore to the 
Church of England all schools which, according to the clear inten¬ 
tions of the founder, had been founded in connection with the 
reformed and Established Church. The Commission had made all 
schools founded prior to the Act of Uniformity of 1662 undenomi¬ 
national The intention was to reverse this policy, but the proposal 
evoked an opposition so strenuous that Disraeli gave way, dropped 
the second half of the Bill, and contented himself with substituting 
the Chanty Commission for the special Commission set up by the 
Act of 1869. 

A second Bill proposed tp abolish lay patronage m the Estah-Lay 
hshed Church of Scotland and to transfer it, with some compensation 
to such lay patrons as were willing to accept it, to the communicant foi 
piembers of the several congregations. This was the very point Scotland 
which had split the Presbyterian Church m twain forty years earher,® 
and the members of the Free Kirk strongly opposed this concession " 
to their brethren of the Establishment. ./Gladstone backed them'" 
and urged that such a measure logically involved re-umon. 'But , 
logic was Ignored, Mr. Gladstone was over-borne and the Church of 
Scotland got its Bill.' 

The turn of the Church of England came next. The Bishops The Pub- 
were gravely concerned at the increase of lawlessness among a section 
of then clergy in regard to the services of the Church and particu- Re^ia- 
larly in regard to the celebration of Holy Communion. The Arch- tion Act 
bishops, therefore, introduced a Bill, infehcitously described as a 
Bill for the Regulation of Public Worship, but really mtended to 
provide a summary method for the enforcement of the Act of Uni¬ 
formity Archbishop Tait was not the man to have moved cause¬ 
lessly m so important and delicate a matter. Indeed so loyal an" 
Anglican as Lord Selborne confessed thai it seemed to him impossible 
to deny that “ there had been a considerable growth of innovations 
upon the Ritual authorized by the Book of Common Prayer not 

' See supra, p 331 

“ Dating from the beginning of the ten years’ conflict. 
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casual or sporadic, but syslematic and with a lendciioy to increase 
and of a nature dangerous to tlie order and security of the Church, 
and that it was equally difficult for the Bishops to lepiess them 
under the powers of the existing law and to leave them uncontrolled 
without incumng great responsibihly Mr Gladstone took an 
opposite line and flung himself with ardour into the defence, as he 
conceived it, of ecclesiastical hberty. As originally proposed by the 
Archbishop, the Bill provided that judicial powers should be vested 
in the Bishop of the diocese assisted by a Board of Assessors, lay 
and clerical, with an appeal to the Archbishop, similarly assisted. 
To the lay Peers this procedure seemed too ecclesiastical and, 
prompted by Lord Shaftesbury, they substituted for the Bishop and 
Assessors a special Judge for ecclesiastical causes appointed by the 
Archbishops with the approval of the Crown, with an appeal to the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, the Bishop retaining the 
right to veto proceedings if they seemed to him frivolous. In the 
Commons Disraeli practically adopted the Bill as a Government 
measure and commended it to the House as a means for “ the sup¬ 
pression of ritualism This description infuriated the High 
Cliuichmen with Mr. Gladstone—drawn from semi-retirement—at 
their head. The ex Premier tabled an elaborate senes of resolutions 
hostile to the Bill, but finding the sense of the House against him he 
gave way and did not move them. Sir William Harcourt brought 
all his Erastian zeal to the support of Disraeli and the Bill became 
law Lord Selborne was sounded as to his willingness to become the 
Judge under the Act, but prudently declined the ungrateful task. 
Loid Penzance accepted the post and lived to regiet it, / 

His conspicuous failuie to ij.vert ecclesiastical legislatibn which 
was m the Iiighest degree distasteful to him impelled Mr, Gladstone 
to a step already contemplated. He was now sixty-five, wearied and 
worried by forty years of politics and six years of Premiership. His 
physician, with shrewd insight, declined to encourage his retireinciit, 
but he himself craved for an “ inteiviil between Parliament and the 
grave ”, Directly after his defeat at the polls he had intimaLed to 
his followers that they must not look for continuous leadership from 
him. But the “ m and out ” arrangement proved unsatisfactory 
alike to them and to him. His incursions into the ecclesiastical fray 
were embarrassing to his party and disappointing to himself. Accord¬ 
ingly, m February, 1875, he formally and definitely withdrew from 
the leadership of the Liberal party and Lord Hartington was selected 
to succeed him in the House of Commons. Ills only serious rival 
was Mr. Forster, but the Birmingham League still pursued with 
rancorous hostility the author of the Education Act and Forster’s 
claims were not pressed But although Lord Hartington sat in 
Mr. Gladstone’s seat the latter looked to Lord Granville as his 


’ Memorials, u 887. 
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destined successor in the leadership, as soon as the party should 
return to power. 

Meanwhile the Tones settled quietly down to a course of unheroic Social 
but not the less useful legislation. Of Mr. Cross’s Licensing Act of 
1874)there is not much to be said After their exaggerated denuncia¬ 
tion of Mr. Bruce’s Act the “ trade ” naturally looked to the Tory' 
party for legislation, but if they were satisfied with the Act of 1874 
their expectations cannot have been high. Introduced with the 
object of curtailing the discretion of the magistrates and fixing by 
legislation the hours of closing m public-houses, its nett result was 
to fix 10 p.M. for the country, 11 p.m. for towns or “ populous places,” 
but to leave it to magisti'ates to determine what was a “ populous 
place 

When the Conservative party came into power in 1874 agriculture Land, 
had not begun to fall on the evil days which marked the ’eighties. 

But then, as always, it was to the interest of the community that ants 
the land of the country, limited as it is in amount, should be put to 
the best possible economic use. To this end three things are especi¬ 
ally important; that there should be no artificial restiictions upon 
the transfer of real property ; that the title to it should be cheaply 
ascertainable and secure, and that every encouragement should be 
given alike to owner and occupier to effect improvements. Lord 
Cairns’sj Lcajfiff and fiales of Settled Estates Act (1875) ^ was intended 
to simplify sales and leases and to encourage the registration of titles, 
but its permissive character, coupled with the persistent opposition 
of family solicitors, rendered it ineffectual. More effective was Lord 
Cairns’s Settled Land Act “ which did not actually become law until 
1882. The object of this Act was to render it possible for a limited 
owner to sell his settled estates. ySuch sales were somewhat dis¬ 
couraged by the condition tKal’ the purchase money must be 
reinvested for the benefit of' the reversioner, but the Act has 
undeniably facilitated a free market in land 

The Duke of Richmond’s Agricultural Holdings Act of 1875 was 
intended to give security to tenants for capital invested in the soil. 

The chief objection urged against the Bill was that its piovisions 
were not made compulsory. Yet there is a great deal to be said for 
making legislation of this character experimentally permissive, and 
it is an argument not against but m favour of the abihty of the 
measure of 1875, to recall the fact that in 1883 it was found desirable 
to strengthen its provisions and make compensation for improve¬ 
ments compulsory. 

An Enclosure of Cq^xnons-Asji^ passed in 1876 was of even wider 
import. ~ Rrevious Acts on the subjects while promoting cultivation 
and providing for the compensation of “ commoners ” had ignored 

»87 and 88 Viot. at 88 ' ■i!> and 4B VioL c. 88. 

' * 45 and 40 Viob c. 6B. 
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the substantial though intangible interests of the public at large. 
It was the object of Mr. Cross’s Act, while consolidating and simplify- 
ing the existing Acts, to remedy this defect “ They must,” said 
Mr Cross, “ take into consideration that which the people of this 
country wanted almost as much as food—the air which they breathed 
and the health they enjoyed.” His Bill, therefore, was intended less 
to facilitate enclosure than preserve Commons as open spaces in the 
interests of the community in general. 

Another Act affecting the agiicultural interest in particular, but 
hardly less vitally the community at large, was the Contagious 
Diseases (Animals) Ac/ of 1878. The Act provided that all cattle 
should be slang litcicd on landing from foreign countries, unless the 
countiy of export were known to be fice fiom cattle disease. The 
extreme Free Traders scented “ Protection ” m the measure, but the 
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agriculturists argued, with reason, that it was useless to take stringent 
and expensive precautions against tlic spread of infection at home, 
so long as diseased cattle could be impoited from infected areas 
abroad 

The solicitude of the Government was not, however, confined to 
rural interests and pursuits. During his career at the Home Office 
Mr. Cross succeeded m placing on the Statute-book two valuable 
measures for the further regulation of the work of women and 
children in factories and workshops. The Act of 1877 further 
reduced the hours of labour in factories, not witliout some protest 
from Mr. Henry Fawcett and other apostles of laissea-faii e, and 
increased the responsibilities of inspectors 

The Factory and Woilshops Act of 1878 was primarily a great 
work of codification and consolidation, totally repealing no less than 
sixteen Acts on the same subject, with parts of others But it had 
also noticeable I features of its own. It remedied a defect m the Act 
of 1871 by bringing the inspectorate once moie under the control of 
the central authority. It absolutely prohibited the employment of 
any child under ten years of age, and liiniLed other “ children ” to 
“ half-time ”. Foi women it fixed a maximum of SOJ hours’ work 
per week m textile factories, and 60 hours in non-textile, and provided 
that no woman should be employed continuously for more than 4^ 
hours in the former, and 5 in the latter. It was this monumental 
piece off-legislation which called forth from Loid Shaftesbury the 
declaration that ” two millions of people of tins country would bless 
the day when Mr. Cross was asked to be Secretary of State for the 
Home. Department ” But the nidclatigable Minister was deter¬ 
mined to earn the gratitude not of two nnlhons, but of twenty. From 
the regulation of the conditions of industry, he passed to the condi¬ 
tions of home-life 

Mr. Cross’s Aitisans’ Dwellings Acts of 1875 was the first serious 
attempt on the part of the Impeiual Parliament to grapple with the 
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problem of the housing of the poor. Glasgow and Edinburgh ^ had 
proved what could be done by a local authonty to cleai insanitary 
areas and provide decent dwellings for the poor. Mr Peabody and 
Sir Sydney Waterlow had shown what could be done by wealthy and 
enlightened individuals. It was left to a Conservative Home 
Secretary to invoke the heavy hand of the Imperial Legislature. 

Every local authority was required to appoint a medical officer of 
health and an inspector of nuisances.^ On the report of the medical 
officer the authority was empowered to acquue compulsorily an 
insanitary area at its ordinary value, to demolish the builffings 
thereon, and either itself erect improved dwellings, or dispose of the 
site to those who undertook to do so. The Act was, in the first 
instance, confined to London and large towns, and local authorities 
were only empowered not compelled to act, but even so, the Act 
was an important instalment of the policy of “ sewage ”. 

More significant, perhaps, but still m accord with general Con- Labour 
servative tradition, and with the principles recently enunciated byl®S“lor 
Disraeli was the labour legislation of 1875-1876 Three Acts, mj'grjg.igi^g 
particular, deserve notice in this connection, though they may be 
conveniently considered together • the Conspiiaey and Protection of 
Properly Act (1875); the Employers and Wmkmen Act (1876), and 
the Trades Union Act (1876) Taken in conjunction with the Trades 
Union Act of 1871 passed by Mr. Gladstone’s Government, these 
Acts constitute such a remarkable reversal of pubhc pohcy as to 
demand a brief retrospect. 

Down to the year 1871 Trades Unions had no legal existence or 
status. Brought into being by the ^harp differentiation of industrial 
functions, and the still sharper ant^agonism of economic interests, 
which were the first and least fortunate results of the Industrial 
Revolution, these associations of wo^ijonen were frowned upon by 
the legislature.® The Common Law'held aU such combinations 
illegal as “ conspiracies in restraint of trade,” and to the Common 
Law were added innumerable Statutes', passed by Parliament to 
prevent their formation. Under the law\as it existed at the begin¬ 
ning of the nineteenth century “ any artisan who organized a strike 
or joined a Trades Union was a crimmal, and liable on conviction to 
imprisonment; the strike was a crime, the Trade Union was an 
unlawful association In 1824, however, a Royal Commission 
reported strongly against the Combmation Laws as both ineffective 
and mischievous, and by an Act of that year they were repealed en 
bloc —;alike for masters and men. The immediate consequences were 
so alarming that m 1825 the old law of conspiracy was reaffirmed, but 

^ By Private Acts, 1860 and 1867 

“ Under the Public Health Act, 

^ There were many embryo Unions before the nmcteentU century, but the 
statement in the teirt is nevertheless accurate 

* Dicey, Law and Pubhc Opinion, p 98 
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a limited right of combination 7788 permitted. The broad result 
was that Trades Unions ceased to be necessarily criminal, but they 
remained non-lcgal associations. Consequontly their funds, unpro¬ 
tected by the provisions of the Friendly Societies Act of 1855, were 
at the mercy of any dishon6,st official. Despite this grave disadvant¬ 
age, Trades Unions multii^lied rapidly between 1825 and I860. 
Popular attention was ftrst duected to this new Labour movement 
m the year 1860 by the outrages committciP by members of these 
associations in Manchester, Sheffield,, and other industrial centres) 
These distuibances led to the appointment of a Royal Commission, 
on whose leport the legislation of 1871-1870 was largely based.) 

These Acts form the Charter of Trade Unionism They not only 
gave to Trade Union funds the benefit of the Friendly Societies Acts, 
but relieved them, as was supposed, from liability to damages for 
the tortious acta of agents. They legalized picketing so long as it 
stopped short of violence or intimidation, and they placed Trades 
Unions 111 a position of legal privilege by mitigating the law of con¬ 
spiracy in their favour. Mr. Cross’s Act of 1875 enacted that “ an 
agreement or combination by two or more persons to do or procure 
to be done any act m contemplation or furtherance of a trade dispute 
between employers and workmen shall not be mdictablc as a con¬ 
spiracy, if such act committed by one person would not be punish¬ 
able as a crime ” Thus combinations in furtherance of trade 
disputes are legally privileged. Such was the effect and such doubtless 
the intention of Mr. Cross’s legislation. Dow far the State had 
tiavelled since 1825, still more since 1800, it is not necessary to insist.^ 

Another item m the plentiful crop of 1875 deserves a passing 
jinotice The Cliaiieellor of the Exchequer had presided over a 
Commission appointed by the late Government to enquire into the 
position of the Friendly Societies The Commission found that 
many of the Societies suffered from incoin])etcnt and some of them 
from fraudulent management. The object of the Bill passed into 
law by Sir Stafford Norlhcote was less to improve the Friendly 
Societies than to encourage and help them to improve themselves. 
Registiation, though not made compulsory, was facilitated and 
encouraged j model tables of contributions and benefits Were to be 
prepared by the Government and issued to societies which desired 
them ; additional facilities were given for adult and the periodical 
re-valuation of assets, The Times described the Bill as “ modest if 
not timid ” But Northcote insasted that its tentative and per¬ 
missive character was due not to timidity but to “ a deliberate view 
that the only and true way of bringing about a development of the 
virtue of providence amongst the people was to make them work it 
out for themselves, and that one great desire ought to be to give 
fair play and full play to \hose institutions which have sprung from 
‘For a liunmouB discussion oi tlie ijuebliou of. Dicey, op al pp 2B0-271. 
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the people themselves The sentiment is admirable, but it is of 
the kind to appeal rather to responsible statesmen than to enthusi¬ 
astic philanthropists. 

It was the zeal of one such philanthropist which drove the Merchant 
Government to deal with some of the more obtrusive scandals con- Shipping 
nected with Merchant Shipping, For some years Mr. Plimsoll, one 
of the members for Derby, had been trying to attract the attention 
of Parliament and the pubhc to the sacrifice of life caused by un¬ 
seaworthy, overloaded and over-insured ships. A Royal Commission 
was appointed to enquire into the matter, and on its Report the 
Government in 1875 decided to legislate. The session of 1875 was 
however, a crowded one, and on July 22nd Disraeh announced that 
he was regretfully compelled to drop the Merchant Shipping Bill 
with a view to early legislation in the following year. Theieupon 
Mr. Plimsoll, moved, as every one realized, by generous but uncon¬ 
trollable indignation, provoked a violent scene in the House. He 
declared that the action or inaction of the Government would 
“ consign some thousands of hvmg human beings to undeserved and 
miserable death,” and declared his mtention to “ unmask the villains 
yyho send men to death and destruction Refusing to withdraw, 

Mr. Plimsoll was reported to the House, but its leader leadily con¬ 
sented, on the appeal of a sympathetic Irish member, to defer his 
motion of censure for a week. At the close of that time Mr Plimsol 
tendered an ample apology. He could afford to do so The battle 
which he had fought so strenuously was won. During the week’s 
interval, public opinion had manifested itself with unprecedented 
force in his favour. The Government, wisely bowing before the 
storm, introduced and passed as a temporary measure the Unsea- 
worthy Ships Act giving to the Board of Trade powers as to the 
detention of ships, but throwing upon the sliipowneis the responsi¬ 
bility of fixing a loadline for each separate voyage. 

The Merchant Shipping Act of 1876 incorporated, enlarged, and 
rendered permanent the provisions of the temporary Act of 1875, 
Plimsoll was anxious that the Board of Trade should fix the loadline 
for each ship. The Government, however, was firm m adherence 
to the principle assqpted m the temporary Act, and left the responsi¬ 
bility to the owners ' 

Of set purpose, a catalogic summary of legislation has been General 
inflicted upon the reader Even so the summary is not exhaustive, 
but it may serve to indicate the general character of the work ac- ^,0 legis- 
complished in the domestic sphere by Disraeh’s second Administra- lation of 
tion. Few Governments have earned a better record. It is hue^^^J^T' 
that critics of a later day, accustomed to bolder departures from thement 
principle of laisser-faire, are apt to deiide the legislation of these 
years as halting and indecisive, maimed by a too tender regard for 
* Speech at Manchester ap Lang, Iddnletgh, p. 252 
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vested interests and the rights of individuals, and vitiated by reluct- 
ance to confer upon public authorities compulsory powers. Even if 
it be admitted that the latter is tlie better way, it does not follow that 
the former was not good in itself and at the time the best possible, 
The legislative and administrative achievements of the first three 
years of the Disraeli Government generously fulfilled, not the specific 
promises, for these were notably absent, but the general spirit of the 
programme laid before the electorate by the Tory leader. 

Sir Stat It is not, however, for its legislation that Disraeli’s rdgime is held 
North remembrance. Nor even for its finance. The new Chancellor of 
cote’s'cn- Exchequer was a cautious and unimaginative man; he succeeded 
anoe to a surplus of £6,000,000jand to a period of retrenchment and 
prosperity. It was no fault of his that he had to provide for 
increased expenditure out of a, contracting revenue. His first 
Budget (1874) called for no ingenuity. He had merely to spend his 
predecessor’s surplus. He did it by taking Id off the income tax 
--;;^Lhus reducing it to the lowest figm'e—2d.—at which it ever stood; 
he repealed the sugar duties and the tax on houses, and he made a 
wise readjustment of the finance of the Post Olllce Savings Bank 
The most significant and the most questionable feature of the Budget 
was a grant of relief of local taxation which cost the Exchequer over 
£1,000,000. sterling. He increased the contribution of the Treasury 
from one-third to one-half of the expenses of tlie police force, and 
Northcot? made a/grant to the local nut,horitics of <ls. per .head for 
each pauper' liinanc maintained in a lunatic asylurh. This rnkni 
was undoubtedly a step towards the better clnssiflcation of paupers 
and the more humane and scientific treatment of the insane, but it 
did not conduce to economy. Of Northcote’s second Budget_(1873) 
the only noticeable feature was the inception of the New Sinlgn^g 
/ Fund. Down to this time extinction of debt depended entirely upon 
the amount of unexpended balances in the hands of the spending 
Departments, 'rhesc balances went automatically to the reduction 
The New of debt. With this “ Old Sinking Fund ” Northcote did not inter- 
fere, but he contrived m addition a new one of his own. He proposed 
to raise the debt charge by gradual stages from £27,215,000, the sum 
at which it stood in 1875, to £28,000,000, applying the balance 
remaining after the payment of mterfest to the gradual extinction of 
the capital charge. The device was open to some, but not all of the 
objections urged against the whole principle of the sinking funds so 
dear to the minds of eighteenth-century financiers. But it held out 
a realizable hope of the gradual extinction ol-a real burden, and it 
was in, the best sense Conservative fipance. If Northcote had had 
the courage to apply to the same purpose th^e whole of the “ death 
duties ” (and it is the only purpose to yiiich' such duties can legiti- 
tnately and scientifically be apphed), he, would have set an even 
better example. But his sinking fund policy, so far as it went, was 
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sound. After 1875 he had no more chances. In 1876 he had to 
face an expenditure of over £78,000,000, an increase of over £5,500,000 
over 1874 ; ^ and the ordinary sources of revenue were beginning to 
show an ominous lack of elasticity. The anticipated deficit was met ' 
by a reimposition of the Id. on the income tax, but the increased 
rate was accompanied by a readjustment of the incidence. The limit of 
total exemption was raised, with questionable prudence, from £100 
to £150, while the graduation principle was extended. Hitherto 
£80 deduction had been allowed on incomes under £300; Northcote 
allowed £120 on incomes under £400. “ We have a Budget ready 

made to our hands ” reduces to a sentence the financial statement of 
1877. There was neither remission nor imposition of taxation The 
Budget of 1878 ihvolves a criticism, not of finance but of foreign 
policy. To the Chancellor of the Exchequer it was “ a necessardy 
unpleasant statement ”. Expenditure, as compared with 1874, was 
up by nearly £9,000,000. For this increase the Civil Seivice had to 
bear the heaviest responsibility (£3,600,000), but armaments cost 
£2,000,000 more. The income tax was raised to 5d.; tobacco had 
to pay an additional 4d. per lb, and dog licenses were (with certam 
exceptions) raised from 6s to 7s. 6d. This was bad enough, but 
worse was to come. August brought supplemental y estimates of 
over £8,000,000, and the situation which Northcote had to face in the 
spring of 1879 was gloomy, not to say grave. On his own shoulders 
there was now a heavy burden. He was not only the “ watch-dog 
of the Treasury,” but for more than two years had been leading the 
House of Commons, but he faced all his duties with quiet courage. 
Extraordinary expenditure in the near and far East was met for the 
most part, despite Gladstone’s protest, by short loans ; the expenses 
of the Zulu War Northcote expected to defray without recourse to 
increased taxation. The country was in no mood and in no condition 
to assume additional bmdens. The portents were unmistakable. 
Trade was depressed and falling prices were bringing rum upon 
agriculturists. Northcote’s reign at the Treasury was nearly over 
The Budget of 1880 was introduced amid the turmoil of an impending 
dissolution. Commercial depression, a declining revenue, and w^r 
expenditure (in South Africa) combined to produce a large deficit; 
but there was to be no new taxation : equilibrium was restored by a 
raid on the new sinking fund—the favourite child of Northcote’s 
finance. In that finance the Opposition had a legitimate object 
of criticism, and they did not neglect it. But there was a general 
disposition not to .impute overmuch blame to the unfortunate 
Chancellor of the Exchequer Sir Stafford Noithcote had—almost 
too obviously—the aspect of a good man struggling with adversity, 
and Mr. Gladstone generally treated him with a tenderness which 

^ Of this about £2,000,000 was due to armaments , £1,000,000 to education,- 
neaily £1,600,000 to local taxation, and the rest to increased Civil Service charges, 
meurred by recent legislation . 
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was not extended to his Chief. For finance after all depends upon 
policy, and if ever tlie policy of a Government was the policy of its 
Chief, it was so in the case of Lord Beaconsfield’s Administration. To 
one aspect of that policy attention had been already drawn. Sanitas 
smitaium amnia sanitas. That pledge was amply redeemed. We 
must now turn to Impel iunti 

Impenwn It is impossible to deny that with the author of Sybil social 
leform was a matter of long-standing conviction and genuine en¬ 
thusiasm. “ The lesson which Disraeli taught his party was the 
possibility, which he had long perceived, of an alliance between the 
Tories and English wage-earners ; and the true basis of this alliance 
was their common dissent from individualistic Liberalism.” The 
words are those of a critic^ not entirely fiiciidly to Disraeli, but 
there is truth in them. Yet it is not the whole truth. It was 
another lesson enforced by Lord Beaconsflcld ® with which his name 
will be immemonally associated “ You have a new world, new! 
influences at work, new and unknown objects and dangei's with 
which to cope . . . The relations of England to Europe are not the 
same as they weie in the days of Loid Chatham or Frederick the 
Great. The Queen of England has become the Sovereign of the 
most powerful of Oriental States. On the other side of the globe 
there are now establisbmepts belonging to her teeming with wealth 
and population. . . . These are vast and novel elements in the dis¬ 
tribution of power, . . . What our duty is at tins critical moment is 
to maintain the Empire of England.” The passages here quoted 
are taken from three separate speeches, hut they present in a concise 
form the ideas and principles which actuated Lord Beaconsfield as 
Minister of the Crown He possessed in unusual degree the gift 
denied to most English Statesmen—the gift of imagination. His 
ideas and utterances were, even on the confession of opponents, 

“ spacious He perceived that a vhtt change was taking place 
under the eyes of his contemporaries, but unperceived by most of 
them, m the centre of political giavity. “ A new world, new in¬ 
fluences at work.” This new woild Lord Beaconsfield hoped might 
be predominantly English, the new influences he tried to shape in 
1 1* / the, interests of the British Empire. 

Sufei'' The fijst indication given to the world of the “ new Imperialism ” 

Smres piS-cna^fi the IChedive’s shares in the Suez Canal On 

November 25th, "l&IS, the world was startled by the news that the 
British Government had purchased from the IChedive for the sum of 
£4,000,000 sterling his 176,000 shares in the Suez Canal.® The merit 

^ Dicey, Law and Public Opmim, pp 2E1, 252 

” Disiacli, acting on urgenl medical advice, accepted a Peerage and took the 
title of Kail of BeatonBflcld (Aug 18lh, 1870) 

■* The total Bhares were 400,000. The idea of the purehnse was said to have 
been suggested by Mr Picdcnck Greenwood, a distinguished London journalist. 
See The Times, December 27th, 1005, and January 18th, 1900 But there are now 
(1912) olliei clamiauts to the distinction 
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of the achievement was Disraeli’s alone, and for him it was facilitated 
by his friendship with the “ city ” and particulaily with the great 
house of Rothschild. If Disraeli had not stepped in the shares would 
have gone to France, who would then have held the whole share 
capital. The Rothschilds received per cent, as brokerage com¬ 
mission and S per cent, interest on the money they advanced for the 
purchase, until the Govermnent could take up the shares. Some of 
Disraeli’s less imaginative colleagues, notably his Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, did not like the transaction.^ As a financial specnlation, 
its success has long since been brilliantly demonstrated. The shares 
are now worth £37,600,000 sterling'and yield'a revenue of over 
£ 1 , 100 , 000 , or about 23 per cent, on the purchase money. As a 
political move, it marks a new departure of the highest significance. 
England had been curiously blind to'her interests m the Eastern 
Mediterranean, though they were clearly perceived by her enemies. 

“ Really to destroy England, we must make ourselves masters of 
Egypt ” Thus Napoleon had wiitten m 1Z97,'' in 1708 he tried to 
do it The Czar Nicholas I. of Russia had opened the question to 
English statesmen m 1844 and had pressed Egypt upon us m 1853.® I 
To no purpose. Our blindness did not permit us to perceive, or 
perhaps our morality forbade us to consent. To Disrach the purchase 
of the Canal shares was no isolated speculation, but a move in a 
coherent and preconcerted plan 

His next stroke had a twofold object. During the winter ofThe 
1873-1876 the Heir-Apparent had undertaken an extended tour 
Jndia. The visit, which was without precedent in the history of the Bill 
Empire, proved an eminent success. On January 1st, 1876, the 
Prince of Wales held a Chapter of the Star of India in Calcutta. On 
February 8th the Queen’s Speech at the opening of Parliament, read 
in the Queen’s presence,® announced the intention of the Govermnent 
to ask for a “ formal addition to the style and titles of the Sovereign ”. 
Before his last session in the House of Commons closed, Disraeli had 
the satisfaction of making his Sovereign Empress of India. The new 
style was bitterly opposed in Parhament, and evoked much dissatis¬ 
faction in the country. Time, however, has amply vindicated the 
wisdom and prescience of the Minister. His coup was not due to the 
brilliant inspiration of the moment. It was the expression of a 
policy long since predetermined “ You ought at once . to tell 
the people of India that the relation between them and their leal 
ruler and Sovereign Queen Victoria shall be drawn nearer. You 
must act upon the opinion of India on that subject immediately, and 
you can only act upon the opinion of Eastern nations through their 

I Cf Northcote’s letter to his Chief ap Lang’s Iddesleigh, p 275 (ed, 1891) 

The letter concludes “ I don't like it ” 

‘ See supra, pp 181-182 

“ Only once before since liei widowhood had the Queen opened Parliument in 
peisoii 
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imagination." So Disrach had spoken at the time of the Mutiny, 
and m Opposition. Thus he spoke in 1876 as First Minister of the 
Crown ^ “fhe Princes and nations of India . . know in India 
what this Bill means, and they know that what it means is what they 
wish 

Reslgna- Meanwhile, an important change had taken place in the personnel 
turn of of tlie Government of India. For some months past there had been 
North- friction between the Secretary of State and the Viceroy. Lord Salis- 
brook bmy not only disapproved of Lord Northbrook’s fiscal policy, but 
raised an important question as to the constitutional relations which 
should subsist between the Viceroy and the Secretary of State. In a 
despatch dated November 11th, 1875, Lord Salisbury administered 
a severe rebuke to the, Viceroy and the latter immediately resigned. 
Lord Mr. Disiaeli’s choice of a successor was characteristic. He 

Lytton selected as first Viceroy under the new rdgime one who shared his 
to BUG- OTO imaginative faculties, a brilliant man of letters, and an expen- 
ceed him enced diplomatist. Lord Lytton was the son of his old friend, 
Bulwer Lytton, and was himself known in the republic of letters as 
“ Owen Meredith The first task which awaited the new Viceroy 
was to prepare for the fitting proclamation of the Empress A 
magnificent Durbar was held at Delhi in the closing days of the year 
1876, and on January 1st, 1877, a series of celebrations culminated 
in the proclamation of Queen Victoria as Empress of India in the 
presence of sixty-ihree ruling Princes, and amid the acclamation of 
the most brilliant assemblage ever brought together in British India. 
The mon- It was not, however, merely m order to “ add security to the 
revival* Disraeli conferred upon his Mistress the Imperial 

Crown of India; he hoped also to “ add splendour oven tp her 
tlirone ”, Thus, too, was part of a deliberate policy “ The principles 
of the English Constitution do not conteiUplate the absence of, 
personal influence on the part of the Sovereign, and if they did,' 
tlie principles of human nature would prevent the fulfilment of suci^' 
d. theory.’’^ Disraeli’s words were not a mere rhetorical flourish. 
They had conviction behind them and intention. The popularity of 
the Queen had touched its nadir m the last few years , During the 
decqije which followed the Prince Consort’s death the Queen’s health 
was less robust than usual, and once (Sept. 1871) it gave cause for 
some anxiety. She felt constrained, therefore, to make her choice 
between assiduous attention to the routine business of- the State 
and participation in public ceremonial The latter was naturally 
distasteful to her in the early years of her widowhood, and for some 
time the nation was acquiescent and sympathetic. But as the years 
went on and the seclusion of the Sovereign seemed likely to be 
permanent, murmurings arose and grew louder and louder. The 
Times lent its weight to attacks of increasing vehemence. “ The 
Spachts, a 2JO. 
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living,” it wrote, “ have their claims as well as the dead ” A Punch 
cartoon portrayed the Queen as Hermione, while Britannia, as Pauline, 
was made to address the Queen, “ ’Tis time; descend; be stone no 
more The Queen was deeply pained, but quite obdurate She 
was acting, as she believed, in accordance with the plainest dictates 
of duty. “ Very few people know how superbly she continued to 
stand sentry to the business of her Empire ” ^ The Queen deeply 
resented the reticence of her Ministers on this delicate point They 
might and ought, in her opinion, to have explained the situatiofi and 
saved her fiom unmerited reproof. Mr. Gladstone, on the contrary, 
felt it his duty to remonstrate with her ® He was genuinely alarmed 
lest her persistence in seclusion should weaken the hold of the 
Monarchy upon the nation And his alarm was not groundless 
Aftei the fall of the French Empire there was a clearly marked wave 
of republican feeling in England When the House of Commons inRepubh- 
1871 was asked to vote £15,000 a year to Piince Ai'thur (afterwards 
the Duke of Connaught) no less than fifty-one members voted in England 
favour of reducing the grant to £10,000. There was a noisy and 
malignant attack on the reputed affluence of the Queen herself in 
the same year, and in 1872 Sir Charles Dilke, boldly avowing himself 
to be a convinced Republican, moved foi a full parliamentary inquiry 
into the expenditure of the Crown From that moment, however, 
the tide turned The Queen’s own illness in 1871, followed m the 
same year by the far more serious illness of the Prince of Wales, 
evoked profound sympathy among her people, and when m February, 

1872, the Queen attended with the Prince a service of public thanks¬ 
giving at St Paul’s Cathedral, she\eceived an enthusiastic welcome. 

The mists of piejudices were qmekly dissipated, and a marked 
leaction in the Queen’s favour set m. Her own spirits were much 
improved by the substitution of Disraeh for Gladstone as First 
Minister Disraeli, though no sycophant, was a courtier, and the 
Queen gave huh her confidence in a measure not bestowed upon any 
, of his less tactful predecessors. With him, however, it was a question 
not of personal deference but of political principle ; and the reward 
which he sought, and found, was the revival, not only of the personal 
popularity of the Sovereign, but of the place, of the Monarchy m the 
Constitution. 

The purchase of the Canal shares, the assumption of the Imperial Reopen- 
Crown of India, were parts of a coherent whole Disraeli’s attitude 
towards the complex problems roused mto fresh life by events in the question 
ndar East was detei mined by precisely the same considerations 
Lord Tahnerston was always ready and anxious to assert the rights 
of Englishmen the whole world over. But his outlook upon diplomacy 
was, if not insular, at least European. Disraeli was the first Mmister 

* Lee, Life, p 359 ' Qttarterly Review, April, 1901 

“ Cf Moiley, u 293, 427, etc. 
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Since Canning, perhaps since Chnthain, to “ bhink imperially Wa 
never forgot that the Queen was the ruler of Muhammadans as well 
as Christians , of Asiatics, Africans, Australians, and Araeiicans, as 
well as Europeans. He regarded the Eastern question, therefore, 
with the eye of an Oriental as well as of an Occidental Statesman, 
The ink was hardly dry on the Treaty of Paris (18S6) before it 
became obvious bliat the Ciimean War had not permanently solved 
the Eastern question. Among the divided and heterogeneous popu¬ 
lations subject to the Turk, there was almost perpetual unrest. In 
1858 tha'e were msuiTcchionary movements in Ho.snia and Herze¬ 
govina, and Montenegun troops cro.sscd the frontier into the latter 
province Moldavia and Wnllachia were anxious to unite, but the 
Powers, though assenting to their virtual independence, decreed that 
they must remain separate principalities With great ingenuity, 
however, the two States cut the knot by electing tlie same ruler, 
Prince Alexander Couza. Europe wisely accepted the accomplished 
fact, and in 1858 recognized the union of Die two Ramanic Princi¬ 
palities under the title of Rouinania In 1862 Servia expelled the 
Turkish ganhsons, and in the same yeni the Greeks broke out into 
revolt, expelled King Oiho, and oiTcred their uneasy Crown to Prince 
Alfred of England, But the protecting Powers, England, Fiance, 
and Russia, had pledged themselves not to allow any of their cadets 
to accept the throne, and m 1363 England obtained for the Greeks 
the services of a Danish Prince (now King George), and at the same 
time presented them with the Ionian Isles. Crete was only kept 
quiet (1800-1808) by the intervention of the Powers, and in 1876 
the whole Eastern question was again reopened by the outbreak of 
' insun'cction among'thc.pcoplcs of Bo.sma and Herzegovina, supported 
by volunteer,s from Scrvia and Montenegro 
Attitude Whether that insurrection was spoil baneous, or whether it was 
of Russia stimulated from St Petcisburg, is a question which it is not easy to 
decide. Russia was, at any rate, not sorry to have the opportunity 
of fishing agaiq in troubled waters. It had been plain, for some time 
past, that the Czar Alexander did not intend to accept as final the 
results of the Crimean War. He had, as we have seen, taken advan¬ 
tage m 1870 of the preoccupation of Europe to denounce the Treaty 
of Pans in regard to the neutrality of the Black Sea—a neutrality 
which Disraeli declared to be “ the very basis and gist of the Treaty 
of Pans of 1866 ... the mam object of the war, the great result for 
the accomplishment of which this countiy and France and their 
Allies made the^vast sacrifices now so, ficely acknowledged "d The 
insuirection of 1876 gave the Czar a still larger oppoi tunity. 

Turkish Turkey had now had nearly twenty years of grace m which to 
CTument house m order, but all the fair promises made in 1850 had 

gone to the winds. Admitted to the polite society of Europe by the 

t ' Februnry 24lh, 1871, lipcerlies, n 188-l!i9 
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Treaty of Paris, the Porte had continued to behave as a barbarian. 

The lot of the Christians was no whit better than before the Cnmean 
War, and all ujiofiicial classes groaned under the oppressiveness and 
uncertainty of a fiscal system which nevertheless starved the Treasury. 

For it IS one of the salutary paradoxes incidental to misgovernment 
that it is as rumous to the Sovereign as it is hurtful to the subject 
The inherent extravagance of a bad system combined with the 
peculation of an army of officials to bring disaster upon Turkey, and 
in October, 1875, the Sultan was compelled to inform his creditors 
that he could not pay the full interest on the debt. Partial re¬ 
pudiation complicated an international situation already sufficiently 
embarrassing The three Emperors took counsel together, and on 
December 30th, 1875, the Austrian Chancellor, Count Andrassy issued 
from Budapesth the Note which bears his name 

The Andrassy Note expressed the anxiety of the Powers to curtail The'An- 
the area of the insurrection, and to maintain the peace of Europe; it lirassy 
drew attention to the failui'e of the Porte to carry out reforms long ° 
oveidue, and it insisted that pressure must be put upon the Sultan 
effectually to ledeem his promises. In particular, he must be pressed 
to grant complete religious liberty; to abolish tax farming , to apply 
the du’ect taxes, locally levied in Bosnia and Herzegovina, to the 
local needs of those Provinces; to improve the condition of the 
rural population by multiplying peasant owners, and above all 
to appoint a special commission, composed in equal numbers of 
Mussulmans and Christians, to control the execution not only of 
the reforms now demanded by the Poweis, but also of those spon¬ 
taneously promised by the Sultan in the decrees of October 2nd and 
December 12th. To this Note the British Government gave m their 
general adhesion, though they pointed out that the Sultan had, 
dui'ing the last few months, promised the more important of the 
reforms indicated therein. 

The Note was accordingly presented to the Porte at the end of 
Januaiy, 1870, and the Sultan, with almost suspicious promptitude, 
accepted four out of the five points—the exception being the applica¬ 
tion of the direct taxes to local objects , 

The friendly efforts of the diplomatists were foiled, however, by 
the attitude of the insurgents The latter refused, not unnaturally, 
to be satisfied with mere assurances, or to lay down their arms 
without substantial guarantees. The Sultan insisted again, not 
without reason, that it was impossible to mitiate a scheme of reform 
while the Provinces were actually m armed rebellion. Meanwhile, 
the mischief was spreading. Bulgaria broke out into revolt in 
April, at the begmmng of May a fanatical Muhammadan ^7neute at 
Salomca led to the murder of the French and German Consuls ; the 
Sultan Abdul Aziz was deposed on May SOth, and on June 4th was 
found dead, “ having apparently committed suicide ” ''More drastic 
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meaiuresi were obvioufily necessary if a great European conflagration 
was to be avoided. 

TheBer- On May lltli the Austrian and Russian Chancellors were in 
Ur Mem- conference with Prince Bismarck at Berlin, and determined to make 
oraudura j jjjQjg peremptory demands upon the Sultan. There was 

to be an immediate armistice of two months’ duration, during which 
certain measures of pacification and repatriation were to be executed 
under the supermtendence of the delegates of the Powers. If by 
the expiry of the armistice the object of the Powers had not been 
attained, diplomatic action would have to be reinforced. France 
and Italy assented to the Note, but the British Government regarded 
tlie terms as unduly peremptory; tliey resented the independent 
action of the tliree Imperial Powers, and declined to be a party 
to the Memorandum. Accordingly the proposed intervention was 
abandoned. 

Attitude Mr. Disraeh's refusal created, as was inevitable, profound per- 
h abroad, and evoked a storm of cnticism at home Out of 

Govem- ^4* Welter of charges and counleicliarges some points have now 
ment emerged with tolerable clearness. The European concert, whatever 
it was worth, was broken by the policy of Great Britain. Had the 
British Cabinet gone whole-hcorlcdly with the other Powers, irresist¬ 
ible pressure would liave been put upon the Porte, and some teriible 
atrocities miglit, perhaps, have been averted. On the other hand, 
it IS clear that the Imperial Chancellors were eiicduraged in an 
attitude which was almost insolent, by the belief that England would 
“ never again commit the crime of the Crimean War ”, They 
' presumed upon the pacific tendencies manifested by Gieat Britain 
in recent years, and were misled, mueh as the Czar Nicholas was 
misled by ^he amiability of Lord Aberdeen, into the belief that 
Great Britain might be regarded as a qu&niiid negligille in European 
diplomacy. If they sincerely desned thclpreservation of peace they 
committed an inexcusable blunder m not inviting the co-operation 
of England before formulating the demands of the Beilin Memo¬ 
randum. I . 

ThcDul- Events now moved rapidly. On May ‘iilth “the Goveimment 
Mroo?ties British Fleet in the Mediterranean to sail for Besika Bay 

The disorder in Constantinople was in itself 'sufficient justification 
for this precaution, but by the Turks it was unhappily interpreted as 
an encouragement to defiance of the will of the Continental Powers. 
Perhaps also as an indication that they might Safely show themselves 
to be masters in their own house. They showed it in characteiistic 
fashion. Some disorders in Bulgarin led to terrible reprisals. A 
horde of irregular soldiery—the Bashi Bazouks—^Vas let loose upon 
a half-armed peasantry, and all Europe was made to ring with an 
account of the atrocities committed in the name of the Ottoman 
Sultan. How much of exaggeration there was in the accounts 
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published in England and elsewhere, it was and is impossible to say. 

But something much less than the ascertained facts would be sufBcient 
to make the historian avert his own eyes and those of his readers 
with all possible rapidity from a seene so terrible. In July Mr. 

Walter Baring was sent by the British Government to Adnanople 
to ascertain, if possible, the truth. His final report was not issued 
until September, but preliminary reports so far substantiated the 
accounts which Lad been published in the English Press as to move 
the conscience of England to its depths In a despatch ^ to Sir 
Henry Elliot, British Ambassador to the Porte, Lord Derby gave 
expression, m language not the less strong by reason of its restraint, 
to the feehngs of indignation aroused in England by the accounts of 
the Bulgarian atrocities, and instructed him to demand from the 
Sultan prompt and effective reparation for the victims 

But a voice more^ powerful than that of Loid Derby was already Mr Glad¬ 
making articulate the feelings of his countrymen. To Mr. Gladstone 
the tale of atrocities made an irresistible appeal. A pamphlet, ^ 
published on September "6th, was circulated by tens of thousands.® 

With voice and pen he vehemently demanded that the Turks should 
be cleared outr“ bag and baggage . , . from the province they have 
desolated and. profaned ”. 

Long before this, however, another complication had ansen. In 
June, Servia and Montenegro had declared war upon the Porte, 

How far would that conflict extend ? Could it be confined withm 
the original limits ? These were the serious questions with which 
diplomacy was now confronted. The Servian army consisted largely 
of Russian volunteers and was commanded by a Russian General. 

How long would it be before the Tlussian Government became a 
party to the quarrel ? The Servian army, even reinforced by the 
volunteers, could offer but a feeble resistance to the Turk, and in 
August Prince Milan, acting on a hmt frbm Engird, asked foi the 
mediation of the Powers.® England, thereupon, urged the Sultan 
to come to terms with Servia and Montenegro, lest a worse thing 
should befall him. - The Sultan, however, dechned an armistice, but 
formulated his terms, and intimated that if the Powers approved 
them he would grhnt an immediate suspension of hostilities But 
to Lord Derby’s chagrin Seryia would accept nothing less than an 
armistice, and, after six weeks’ suspension, hostilities recommenced. 
Nevertheless, Lord Derby was untirmg in his Efforts to promote a 
pacification, and suggested (Sept 21st) to the Powers some heads of 
proposals : the statiis quo in Servia and Montenegro; local or ad¬ 
ministrative autonomy for Bosnia and Herzegovina, guarantees 
against mal-administration in Bulgaria, and a compr'fehensive scheme 

^ September 21st, 1876 

“ The Bulganan Horrors and the Qtiestton oj the East 

® Pari Papers, Turkey, 1877 (No 1), p 880 
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of reform—all to be embodied in & protocol concluded between the 
Porte and the Powers.i Russia then proposed (Sept. 2ath) that, m 
the event of n refusal from Turkey, the allied fleets should enter ' 
the Bosphorus, that ISo.snm should be temporai'ily occupied by 
Austria, and Bulgaria by Rus.sia, Turkey, thereupon, suggested an 
armistice of six months; Rus.sia demurred, and eventually six weeks 
was agreed upon, 

Confer- Lord Derhy was determined that the breathing space should be 
Constonti clfort to preserve the peace of Europe. At his 

nople suggestion a conference met at Constantinople iu December, and 
Lord Salisbury attended it as the chief i epresen tativc of Great 
Britain. The Powers agreed to the terms suggested by Lord Derby 
in September, but the Porte was obdurate Profuse m Ins professions 
and promises of reform, the Porte stubbornly iefu,scd to allow Europe 
to supciinlcnd tbeir exceution. General IgnatieJT, the Russian 
delegate, thereupon withdrew from the conference, and Russia 
proceeded to mobihae her troops. Diplomacy, how ever, made one 
more effort to preserve peace. On March 81st, 1877, the Powers 
signed in London a Protocol put forward by Count Schouvaloff. 
Taking cognizance of the Turkish promises of reform the Powers, 
declared their intention of watching caiefully “ the manner in which 
the promises of the Ottoman Government are carried into effect 
If, however, the condition of the Christian subjects of the Porte 
should again lead to a “ return of the complications which periodic¬ 
ally disturb the peace of tlic East, they think it right to declare that 
such a state of things would be incompatible with their intoresls and 
those of Europe in gcnei-al ”. Tlic^I’urk, in high dudgeon, rejected 
the Protocol (April 10th), and on April 2<lith Russia declared war. 
Single-handed the Czar intended to extort by force of arms those 
guarantees which the Sultan had refused to the collective demand of 
Europe. 

Xho Russia, it must be confessed, hod behaved, in face of prolonged 

Russo- provocation, with considerable patience atad restraint, and had shown 
^ commendable desire to maintain the European concert. The 
Turk had exhibited, throughout, his usual mixture of shrewdness 
and obstinacy. It is difficult to believe that he would have main¬ 
tained his obstinate front, but for expectations based upon the 
supposed good-will of the British Government. The language of the 
Prime Minister ® and the Foreign Secretary had unquestionably given 
him some encouragement. So much so that, before the break¬ 
up of the conference, Lord Salisbury Iclegraphcd ^ to Lord Derby 
from Constantinople : “ The Grand Vizier believes that he can count 
upon the assistance of Lord Derby and Lord Beaconsfield ”. The 

‘ Pari Papers, Turkey, 1877 (No 1), p. ,180 
"Eg al, the Guildhall on November 9th 
' January 8Ui, 1877, 
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Turk, it is true, is an adept at diplomatic “ bluff,” and “ assistance ” 
went beyond the f£^cts. But this much is certain. If the Fn g lisli 
Cabinet had, even m January, 1877, frankly and unambiguously gone 
hand m hand with Russia there would have been no war. 

The details of the\ campaign must not detain us—suffice it to say 
that for Russia it was no mere militai-y parade The Russian army 
crossed the Danube in June, but it was many months before their 
mam army could piercp the Balkans. In then path was the great 
fortress of Plevna, and for five months Osman Pasha resisted all the 
efforts made by the Russians to capture it. At last, on December 
10th, Plevna surrendered, to General Todleben; before the end 
of January (1878) the Russian army reached Adnanople, and m 
February Constantinople ifaelf was threatened 

A basis of agreement had already been reached at Adrianople Treaty of 
(Jan. 31st); the terms were), now embodied m a Treaty signed, 

March 3rd, at a village not for from Constantinople. Montenegro, March ' 
Servia, and Roumania were to ^,e recognized definitely as independent 1878 
of the Porte, and certain frontiet districts were to be ceded to them, 
the reforms recommended to thi^ Porte at the Conference of Con¬ 
stantinople were to be immedia!^ly introduced into Bosnia and 
Herzegovina; the Danubian fortresses to be razed ; reforms were 
to be granted to the Armenians ; Russia was to acquue, in lieu of 
the greater part of the money mdemfiity which she claimed, Batoum, 

Kars, and other territory in Asia, and certain districts on the Rou¬ 
manian frontier to be exchanged witlj Roumania for the stiip of 
Bessarabia retrbeeded m 1856 But the most stiiking feature of the 
Treaty was the creation of a greater i^ulpria, which w'as to be 
constituted an autonomous tributary Principality with a ChristiBn 
Government and a national mihtia, and\was to extend from the 
Danube to the AEgean Sea, nearly as farVsouth as Midia (on the 
Black Sea), Adrianople and Salomca, and tp include, on the West, 
the district round Monastir ^ Bulgaria would comprised 

“ more than half of the Balkan Peninsula ” These teims excited 
alarm and jealousy in Greece and in the Balkan States How were 
they regarded by Europe in general and Great Britain m particular ? 

Ever since the outbreak of the Russo-TurkiSh War, the British British 
Government ha^ watched with deepening anxiety the development 
events in Eastern Europe. Mr. Gladstone indeed identified the cause 
of Russia with the causes of freedom and justice, but among statesmen 
he stood almost alone The Government declared then pohey to be 
one of rigid neutrality so long as Egypt, the Suez Canal, and Con¬ 
stantinople were not threatened, and when that pohey was formally 
challenged by Mr. Gladstone, them majority rose fat^ above their 
normn.] figure—to 131 If the Cabinet were not wholljy united at 

‘See Turkey Papers (No. 22), 1878 , Holland, European Concert, pp 3S5 seq. 

• Bose, European Nations, p 220 
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this moment, neither were the Opposition lenders. Mr. Gladstone’s 
vehemence on the, Eastern question strained severely the loyalty of 
his late colleagues. “ I feel certain,” wrote Loid Harhington to Lord 
Granville, “ that the Whigs and moderate Liberals in the House are 
a good deal disgusted, and I am much afraid that if he goes on much 
further, nothing can prevent a break-up of the party." 1 His 
opponents were not much better off. “ In private conversation, Mr. 
Disraeli gave a humorous account of the six parties in the Cabinet. 
The fii'st party is that whicli is for immediate war with Russia; 
the second party is for war to save Constantinople ; the third party 
is the party of Peace at any Price ; the fourth party would let the 
Russians take Constantinople and would then turn them out; the 
fifth party desires to plant the cross on the dome of St. Sophia; and 
then there are the Prime Minister and the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
who desire to see something done, but don’t know exactly what.” ^ 
The Russian victories at the end of 1877' deepened anxieties and 
accentuated differences In Janiiaiy, 1878, Lord Derby warned 
Russia that an occupation of the Dardanelles by her army would 
endanger the good relations between herself and Great Britain, and 
throe days afterwards thought it necessary to remind her that any 
treaty concluded between Russia and Turkey which affected the 
engagements of 1850 and 1878 “ would not be valid without the 
assent of the Powers who were parties to those Treaties ’’ (Jan 14th). 

Parliament, called together at an ominously early date (Jan, 17Lh), 
was informed by the Queen that “ should hostilities be unfortunately 
prolonged, some unexpected occurrence may render it incumbent on 
me to adopt measures of precaution It was soon apparent what 
was in the mind of Ministers. Northcote (gave notice that they 
would ask the House for an additional £6,(100,000 for armaments, 
and on January 28rd the Fleet was ordered to sail for the Dardanelles. 
Upon the public announcement of this menacing step Lord Carnarvon 
and Lord Derby resigned The former was sucipceded at the Colonial 
Office by Sir Michael Hicks Beach, the latter withdrew his resignation 
when the Fleet was recalled to Besika Bayi On January 28th 
Northcote, in moving the vote, made public the\ terms demanded by 
Russia, which, in addition to the points subsequently embodied m 
the Treaty of San Stefano, included “ an ulterior understanding for 
safeguarding the rights and interests of Russie^ in the Straits 
This was the point in regard to which she had already been warned 
by Lord Derby, and the situation became criticali in the extreme. 
In the preliminary terms signed between combatants on January 
81st this stipulation disappeared, but, in consequence of excited 
telegrams from Mb’, Layard, the British Ambassadoii^ in Constanti¬ 
nople, the Cabinet decided (Feb. 7th) to send a detaiJhment of the 

1 December 18th, 1870, cf, Holland’s Devonshire, i. 180. 

* Northcote’s Memorandum ap. Lang, pp 288-i!80. 
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Fleet into the Sea of Marmora for the protection of British subjects 
m Constantinople. Russia retorted that if British ships sailed up 
the Straits Russian troops would enter Constantinople for the purpose 
of similarly protecting the lives of Christians of every race. The 
Sultan, however, withheld the leave necessary to enable ships of war 
to pass the Dardanelles. 

On March 3rd tension was relieved by the signature of the Treaty 
of San Stefano. But only for the moment. The Austrian Govern¬ 
ment had^ been moving in the matter of a European Congress, and 
on March 4th Lord Derby informed Count Beust that Great Britain 
agreed to the suggestion, provided it were clearly understood that 
“ all questions dealt with in the Treaty of Peace between Russia and 
Turkey should be considered as subjects to be discussed m the 
Congress This had been throughout “ the keynote of our pohey,” 

“ the diapason of our diplomacy ” ^ With regard to the Treaty of 
San Stefano the language of Lord Beacoiisfleld was emphatic “ It 
abolishes the dominion of the Ottoman Empire in Europe, it creates 
a large State which, under the name of Bulgaria, is inhabited by 
many races not Bulgarian . . all the European dominions of the 

Ottoman Porte arc . . , put under the admmistration of Russia . , . 
the effect of all the stipulations combined will be to make the Black 
Sea as much a Russian lake as the Caspian ”.® Whether this de¬ 
scription were exaggerated or no, there can be no question that, in 
every clause, the Tieaty was a “ deviation ” from those of 1856 and 
1871, and as such required the assent of the signatory Powers. 

To the demand that the Treaty in its entirety should be sub-Lord 
mitted to a Congress Russia demurred. Great Britain insisted. 
Again things looked hke War. Lord Derby, the most pacific 
member of the Cabinet, resigned (March 28th); on April 1st Lord 
Beaconsfield announced that Parliament would be asked to authorize 
the calling out of the Reserves, and on April 2nd Lord Salisbury, 
the new Foreign Secretary,® issued a' masterly memorandum, placing 
before the Powers the case of Great Britam. 

Peace hung in the balance Apart from the dispute between 
England and Russia there was a great deal of inflammable material 
about, to which a match would set light. Greece, Servia, and 
Roumania were all gravely dissatisfied with the terms of the Treaty 
of San Stefano. Greece had actually invaded Thessaly at the 
beginning of February, and had only consented to abstain from 
further hostilities upon the assurance of the Powers that her claims 
should have favourable consideration in the defimtive Treaty of 
Peace 

^ Lord Beacongheld in House of Lords, April 8tli, 1878, Speeches, ix 163 

“ Ibid , p 170 

® Ml Gathoine Hardy succeeded liini as fiecretarv for India, and Colonel 
Stanley (brother of Lord Derby) became Secietary toi War 



882 'fim NEW TORYISM [187^ 

Indian Pai’liament adjourW for the Easter recess on April Ifith, re- 
troops assured as to the prospects of peace by a speech from the Chancellor 
Mato of the Exchequer. On 'jthe following morning The Times made the 
sensational announcement that Lord Beaconsfield had ordered 
7,000 Indian troops to lembarlc for Malta. That the coup was 
dramatic none will dispute: but it has been variously judged. The 
disciples of Disraeli contended that it revealed as by a flash-light 
the resources upon which England could draw, and thus powerfully 
contributed to the maintenance of peace llis enemies declared that 
it smacked of transpontine ipelodrama rather than of the sober 
traditions of English statesmanship. Mr. Gladstone impeached the 
policy as gravely unconstitutional: Lord Selborne declared it to be 
illegal.^ The historical critic mui^t admit that the move was con¬ 
sistent with the whole trend of Lord Beaconsfield’s policy, and must 
insist that if it alarmed England it impressed Europe, and that it 
made for peace, 1 

The Before the end of May the Indian troops began to arrive at 

Bciluf Lord Salisbuiyl and Count Schuvaloff came to 

an agreement on the main points a'|; issue, and on June 18th the 
Congress opened at Berlin. Prince l^ismaick, of course, presided, 
the English plenipotenbaries were tlie Prime Minister and the 
Foreign Secretary. The Congiess marked the zenith of one of the 
most remarkable careers m English pi\rhamentary history, Lord 
Beaconsfield figuied for a moment as theVhetator of Eiuope. “ Der 
alte Jude, das ist der Mann.” Such was Bisiparck’s pregnant summary 
of the situation. The day after the Congress met, the world was 
informed, through the fraud of a Foreigii\ Ollice clerk, of all the 
details of the convention concluded between Lord Salisbury and 
Count Schuvalofl on May COUi. The critida of the Government 
pointed to tins as one more instance of the shameless duphcity of 
English diplomacy at this juncture. “ The Co^lgress, after all, was 
a hollow sham,” and much to the like effect. Reflection will surely 
reverse such contemporary criticism. No prudent diplomatist 
would go into open Congress without a clear understanding on the 
mam points with his principal antagonist Lord Beaconsfield and 
Lord Salisbm'y had not omitted this wise precautilijn, though in- 
sufficient care had been exercised m preserving official sfecrecy. They 
had taken, also, another precaution not prematuiely drsclosed. By 
a convention dated June 4th® they had agreed with Tflikey that, 
so long as Russia retained Kars and other recent coriquests in 
Armenia, the Island of Cyprus was to be “ occupied and administered ” 
by Great Britain. Tuikey was to receive the surplus reveiiues of 
the Island, to carry out reforms in her Asiatic dominions, and'l,o be 
protected m them by Great Britain \ 

^ Menmiats, ii 451 462 

" Supplemented by an annexe ol July Ist For text cj Holland, op, cu. pp. 
864-356 
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The Treaty of BeHm was signed on July 18th, The great point 
on which it differed from the Treaty of San Stefano was m regard 
to “ Greater Bulgaria ", “ Bulgaria ” as defined at Berlin was not 
more than a third of thh Bulgaria mapped out at San Stefano It 
was to consist of a relativjely narrow strip between the Danube and 
the Balkans, and to be an independent State under Turkish suzer¬ 
ainty. South of it there was to be a province, Eastern Roumellia, 
which was to be restored to the Sultan who agreed to place it under 
a Christian Governor approved by the Powers. By this change the 
Sultan recovered 2,600,000 of population and 30,000 square miles of 
territory. Bosnia and Herzegovina were handed over to Austrian 
occupation—an occupation which has proved to be permanent. 

The Greeks obtained (but not until 1881) an unimportant rectification 
of their Northern frontier. For the rest, the terms of San Stefano 
were confirmed. \ 

The essential differences between Ihe two Treaties consisted in 
the aggrandisement of Austria-Hungary and the partition of “ Greater 
Bulgaria ”. The latter arrangement wassmot permanent, In 1885 
Prmce Alexander of Battenberg, who had accepted m 1879 the 
Principality of Bulgaria, yielded to the cleap]^y expressed wdl of the 
people and agreed to the union of the two i^ulgaiias. The diplo¬ 
matic position was now entirely reversed: Russia was mdignant; 

Great Britain not merely acquiescent but approVing. The explana¬ 
tion IS simple. Russia had played her cards in Bulgaria as badly as 
they could be played. In opposition to her higlf-handed and self- 
seeking methods there had grown up a strong natidnal party. The 
“ Greater Bulgaria ” of 1878 would have been a Rii^sian Province, 
withm striking distance of Constantinople. The Bulgaria of 1885 
was, as Lord Salisbui’y (again m office) clearly perc^ved, a sure 
bulwark against Russia If,” wrote Sir Robert Motier ^ to Sir 
William White,* “you can help to build up these peoples into a 
bulwark of independent States and thus screen the ‘ sick iilp,n ’ from 
the fury of the Northern blast, for God’s sake do it." Lord 

Sahsbuiy’s help Sir William White did it, and thus in frier’s 
words : “ A state has been evolved out of the protoplasm of Balkan 
chaos ”.® It IS fair to remember that but for Lord Beaconsfi^d's 
action in 1878 that evolution would have been impossible \ 

On July 16th the British Mimsters returned from Berlm and 
received with the wildest acclamations by the London crowd. I'O^^^nour” 
Beaconsfleld clearly mterpreted the feelings of London, if not of \ 
England, when he declared, in histone« phrase, that he had brought 
back “ Peace with Honour ”, “ Peace ” was indubitable : as to 

Ambassador at St Petersburg 

* Ambassador at Constantmople , ^ „ 

December 27th, 1885, quoted by Hose, to whose admirable essay on tUe 
Making of Bulgaria, op oil. pp 261-288, reference should be made. 

^ But not oTiginnl 
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“ Honour ” opinion was divided. The envoys received the Order of 
the Garter from their Sovereign and the Freedom of the City from 
the merchants and bankers of the capital. But the public voice 
was not unanimous in the endorsement of these honours 

The history of the Eastern question between 187S and 1878 raises 
many dilFicult problems in political ethics. The lu’st and broadest 
is the general right of intervention in the internal concerns of 
Sovereign States. In opposition to the Holy Allies, Lord Castlcreagh 
had laid down the sound principle that “ with the internal affairs of 
each separate State we have nothing to do ”. His protest was 
addressed to absolute Monarchs, and it is worth recalling in order 
to remind impatient philanthropists that intervention is necessarily 
a double-edged weapon Employed in the defence of oppressed 
nationalities to-day, it may be used to-morrow in the interests of 
autocracy. The only safe rule is clearly that of Lord Castlereagh. 
But no rule is without exceptions, more especially m politics. Did 
the condition of the Ottoman dominions in 1875 provide one ? 

It is impossible to dismiss lightly the argument put forward by 
Mr Gladstone in 1876-1878, and by the Duke of Argyll m 1896.1 
In the latter year they were the only two survivors of the Cabinet 
which waged the Crimean War. That war, its conduct and its 
issue, had, in their view, imposed upon Great Britain a peculiar 
responsibility in regard to the government of the Turk in general, 
and in particular his treatment of his ,ChrisLiaq subjects That 
responsibihty will hardly be denied; but its existence does not 
determine the manner and time of fulfilling it. Nor must it blind 
us to another truth of equal weight. “We support Turkey,” said 
Lord Palmerston in 1858, “for our own sake and for our own 
interests.” The policy of Great Britain from first to last has been 
that “ of protecting Turkey with a view to the repulse of Russia 
from an exclusive and dangerous domination over the East of 
Europe ”.® But the “ buffer ” consisted, after nl], of human beings, 
and to their well-being we could not be indifferent. One cardinal 
mistake Lord Beaconsfield made—^that of separating Great Britain 
from the other Powers in the Berlin Memorandum. That separation 
led, though not immediately, to the single-handed intervention of 
Russia. But that intervention rendered it absolutely essential that 
in any general settlement the influence of Great Britain should be 
decisively exercised. The Treaty which closed this chapter of the 
Eastern question may not have been ideal, it was not destined to 
be final, but this at least may be said of "it: it did not leave the 
cat’s paw of Russia within strilcing distance of Constantinople. The 
Ti'eaty torn up by Lord Beaconsfield did. Whether the difference 
between them was worth the risk of a European war is a question 
which posterity must decide 

^ Ou) Uesponsibitiliea Jot Turkey. 'Argyll, op. cii. p. 8. 
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CHAPTER XXIV 

AEGHANISTAn, south AFRICA, AND IRELAND 
(1878-1880) 

I T is the fashion to deny that history ever repeats itself. Such 
denials are confronted with an awkward illustration m Afghanistan. 

The story to be disclosed in this chapter repeats with singular pre¬ 
cision the experience of the preceding generation. With one char¬ 
acteristic and suggestive difference The intertwining of events m 
Europe and Asia is much more intricate than was the case forty 
years earlier. 

On the day when the diplomatists met m Congress at Berlin The 
(June 13th, 1878) the Amir of Afghanistan learnt at Kdbul that 
Russian mission was on its way to his capital. A week after Lord to Kdbu] 
Beaconsfleld returned to London bringmg back “ Peace with Honour ” 
from Berlin, General Stolietoff in command of the Russian mission 
reached Kabul, and was received with every possible mark of dis¬ 
tinction by Sher All (July 22nd) ^ 

English diplomacy had headed off Russia from the Dardanelles; 
was Russian diplomacy going to take its revenge on the Khdibar ? 

The disastrous events of the early “ forties ” had made, naturally Anglo- 
enough, a pro^und impression upon British policy m India. 
Successive Governments had pursued since then a consistent policy 
of “ masterly inactivity ” in Central Asia. Russia employed the 
opportunity for steady though stealthy advance. Dost Muhammad 
did not understand the pohcy of “ masterly inactivity ” Again and 
again he pressed Sir John Lawrence (1863-1869) to take under the 
protection of the British Government his designated heir Sher Ah. 
Lawrence persistently declined to mterfere in the domestic politics 
of Afghanistan. By 1868, however, Sher All, without Bntish 
assistance, had made himself master of his brethren and of the wild 
tribes who had owned his father’s sway, Lawrence, thereupon, 
recognized the de facto luler and sent him a congratulatory message 
and a present of money and arms. The Amir did not fail to perceive 
that these compliments coincided with the capture of Smarkand 
by Russia (1868). The Russian advance in Central Asia was now 
giving some uneasiness to Gieat Britain, and m January, 1873, 
the frontiers between the two Powers m Asia were formally defined 
by Treaty. The inlc was hardly dry upon the Treaty when the 
news arrived that Russia had occupied Khiva (June, 1873). Count 
Schuvaloff assured the British Government that the occupation was 
a purely temporary expedient, but the moment of evacuation has 
not yet arrived. At KWa Russia was within 400 miles of the North- 
Western frontier of British India. By this tune Lawrence had given 

‘ Roberta, Foriji-onc Years, ii. HO 
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place to Lord Mayo, and Mnyo, struck down by the hand of a fanatic, 
had been succeeded by Lord Nortlibrook, On the eve of his de¬ 
parture from India (1809) Lawrence Indited a despatch which 
indicates, not obscurely, some change of policy: advised a “ clear 
understanding with the Court of St. Petersburg as to its projects 
and designs in Central Asia, and that it might be given to understand 
in firm and courteous language, that it cannot be permitted to 
interfere in the affaiiLS of Afghamstdn, or in those of any State which 
lies contiguous to our frontier Such an intimation to Russia 
was clearly inconsistent with the policy of masterly inactivity to 
which Lawrence had throughout Ins long tenure of office adhered. 
But that policy still dominated the Council in Whitehall. Sher AK 
was at least as much alarmed by the approach of Russia as was 
Lawrence. But he could get no effective assurance of support from 
Lord Mayo: still less from Lord Northbrook. In 1873 when the 
Russians were actually maiching on Khiva, Sher All tried to persuade 
the Viceroy that “ the interests of the Afghan and English Govern¬ 
ments are identical,” and that “ the border of Afghanistin is m 
truth the border of India Northbrook, obviously perturbed, 
telegraphed home for instructions. Tlie reply is histone “ Cabinet 
thinks you should inform Amir we do not at all share his alarm and 
consider there is no cause for it, but you may assure lum we shall 
maintain our settled policy m favour of Afghiinisfrin if he abides by 
our advice in external affairs This was one of the clear cases in 
which telegraphy has proved a curse to the Government of India. 
Lord Northbrook obeyed his instructions to the letter. The Arpfr 
got 20,000 rifles and a large [irescnt of money : he did not get the 
assurance be wanted. The year 1878 marks, ns has been truly said, 
“ a fatal turning-point in Anglo-Afghan relations Northbrook’s 
refusal “ turned Sher AH from a friend into an enemy, and he decided, 
as his father had done forty years before, to throw in his lot with 
Russia 


Lord In 1874 a new Government came into power. The boot was 

“ now on the other foot. Lord Salisbury was anxious to induce the 
royalty, Amfr to accept a British Resident Lord LytLon, who succeeded 
11876-1880 Lord Northbrook as Viceroy in 1876, endeavoured to persuade him 
to accept a compi ehensive Treaty, but in vain. The Amfr, repulsed 
by one Viceroy after another, had made up his mmd to look for 
support in another direction. Meanwhile, the British Government 
concluded with the Khan of Kelat in Baluchistan the important 
Treaty of Jacobabad (Dec. 1876), a Treaty which gave us the right 
of garrisoning Quetta, a position which turns the flank of the Afghan 
frontier opposed to India along the mountain across the Indus. 


‘ Quoted by Hose, op. cil )>. 871 
hil’yV, Eastern iinesiian.n a-ll 
“ Uoberts ,vp. cil u p 108 


'Rot.e p .S74 
* Ho' e, p :)76 
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This diplomatic success alarmed the Amfr, but not sufficiently to 
induce him to receive a British Resident. The reception of the 
Russian mission m 18T8 compelled Lord Lytlon to immediate and 
decisive action, though the opportune conclusion of the Treaty of 
Berlin led to amended instructions to the Russian envoy. General 
Stohetoff was bidden “ not to go generally as far as would have been 
advisable if war with England had been threatened Such in¬ 
structions, however, could not, even had they been known, affect the 
policy of Great Britain. Lord Lytton took the only possible step 
in announcing to the Amir that a British Envoy of high rank. 

Sir Neville Chamberlain, would proceed to K&bul forthwith. The 
mission, with an escort of about 1,000 men, left Peshiwar on Sep¬ 
tember 21st. Sir NeviUe took the precaution of sending forward 
Major Cavagnan to demand leave for the mission to proceed. Leave 
was refused: it was made clear to General Chamberlain that he 
would encounter armed resistance, and the mission was disbanded. 

“ Nothing,” as Chamberlain wrote, “ could have been more humiliat¬ 
ing to the British Crovra and nation.” ® 

To the refusal to receive an Envoy from the Queen-Empress—at Afghan 
a moment, moreover, when a Russian mission was actually in KAbul 
—there could be but one answer A large force was mobilized for 
the mvasion of Afghanistan; but before it marched an ultimatum 
was sent to Sher All to demand a full and immediate apology, and 
the reception of a permanent Embassy m Afghanistan 

On November 21st the force, 80,000 to 40,000 strong, advanced 
m three columns: one by the Klhiiber Pass, under the command of 
Sn Samuel Browne; another through the Kuram Valley, under 
Major-General Roberts; the thhd, under Sir Donald Stewart, was 
to advance through the Bolan Pass on Kandahar. Before the end 
of December Browne had reached JeUalabad, Roberts had fought his 
way through the Shutargardan Pass, and in January Stewart entered 
Kandahar. Sher All, realizing the hopelessness of resistance, fled into 
Turkestan, with such members of the Russian mission as lingered at 
Kabul, and theie in February, 1879, he died. His son, Yakub Khan, 
established himself in K&bul; in May he presented himself in General 
Browne’s camp at Gandamak, and terms of peace were quickly 
arranged. 

By the Treaty of Gandamak Yakub Khan agreed to receive a Treaty of 
permanent-British Embassy, with a suitable escort, at Kabul; ~to |^„° 
conduct his foreign policy under' the advice of Great Britain; to May 
give facilities for trade, and to allow such a rectification of the 28*8, 
North-Western frontier as was demanded by the scientific school of 
British strategists. In return he was to be supported agamst 
external aggression and to receive an annual subsidy of six lacs of 
rupees. 


' Robeits, 11 111. 


^Ibid 116 . 
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The news of the conclusion of peace was received with much 
satisfaction in England, and the f Jovernment congratulated itself and 
the country on the attainment of a scientific frontier. Lord Lawrence’s 
warnings were ignored; the advocates of the “ forward ” policy 
triumphed ; the Indian frontier was to rest not upon the Indus, but 
upon the command of the pns.ses. One of the great soldiers who had 
made the war had forebodings about the peace. General Roberts 
thought that “ peace had been signed too quickly,” and that it 
ought to have been dictated in Kabul.^ 

Murder of The forebodings were only too sadly justified. Sir Louis 
9“j“|"™Cavagnari, whose diplomatic tact had done so much to smooth the 
negotiations at Gandaniak, accepted the mission to Khbul, Taking 
with him only a small escort, he reached the capital in July, In 
September he and all his comrades were murdered by the Amir’s 
mutinous soldiery Tlie news reached Simla on September 4th, and 
two days later Roberts left to take command of the Kabul Field 
Foroe. Stewart’s army had hardly left Kanchihai, which was at 
once reoccupied. Roberts and his little force reached Kkbul early 
in October. Yakub pioraptly abdicated and was deported to India. 
Efforts were made to discover Cavugimri’s murderers, and the city 
and district around it were placed under martial law. Roberts 
found Kdbul “ much more Russian Ilian English, the officers airayed 
in uniforms of Russian pattern, Russian money in the treasury, and 
Russian wares in the Bazaars ”. Bofoie he left he brought to light 
much evidence as to Russian designs in Afghamstdn, and he placed 
it on formal record that in his opinion the leccnt rupture witli, Slier 
All had “ been the means of unmasking and checking a very serious 
conspiracy against the peace and security of our Indian Empire 

Meanwhile his own position m Kkbul was far fiom secure Again 
and again he had to beat off the tribesmen, and not until the end of 
December did reinforcements reach him from India. Early in May, 
1880, Stewart and his division, after a successful engagement at 
Ahmed Khel, near Ghazni, joined him at Kdbul. 

Before this, an important political decision had been arrived at. 
To retain Afghanistan was out of the question. How could it best 
be made to contribute to the ti’anquilhty of the Northern frontier of 
India ? There were only two alternatives. To elect Afghanistta 
into a strong, united, and friendly buffer State; or to break it up 
and so render it impotent for mischief Could the friendship of the 
tribesmen or of their luler be really assured, the former was the 
obvious policy But the tribesmen were hostile, and a ruler was 
stiU to seek. Lord Lytlon decided therefore on the policy of dis¬ 
integration. Kandahdr or Western Afghanistan was promised to 

Ml m 

>C/ despaleh dated November 22nd, 1870, prbited in VarlU'Otie Years, 
Appendix iv 
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Sher All, a cousm of the late Amir, but Sher AM declared, truly 
enough, that he could hold it only with the help of British troops. 
Northern Afghanistan was still unprovided for. Opportunely at 
this moment there appeared upon the scene the strong man so badly 
needed. A grandson of Dost Muhammad, Abdur Rahman, had been, 
for some years, a semi-captive pensioner of Russia in Turkestan. 

He no soonei reappeared than the tribesmen rallied round him, and 
Lord Lytton offered to make him Amir of Kabul But Abdur 
Rahman wanted to be Amir, not of Kabul but of Afghanistan. He 
had not to wait long for the realization of his ambition. 

The new Amir had ]ust been mstaUed in K4bul (July 22nd, 1880] Roberts’s 
and the British preparations for evacuation were all but mm ple tp. niarch to 
when a new danger arose. Ayub Khan, a brother of the late Amir 
Yakub, gathered round him a large force of tribesmen m the Herat 
district, and announcing himself as a candidate for the throne, 
marched on Kandahar. General Primrose, left in command at 
Kandahdr, sent out a brigade under Brigadier-General Burrows to 
stop him With a totally inadequate force Burrows did his best to 
carry out his orders. But at Maiwand on July 27th his brigade was 
cut to pieces by a force overwhelmingly superior, and only a remnant 
got back to Kandahar, Primrose and his force in KandahSi were 
now in imminent danger. Kandahar itself was invested by the 
forces of Ayub Khan, flushed with recent victory. A notable 
resolution was now taken by the two great soldiers at K4bul. The 
Government was inclined to attempt the relief of Kandahar from 
Quetta. Stewart and Roberts, with their ultimate approval, decided 
to do it from Kabul. Roberts with 10,000 picked men was to 
succour Kandahar, Stewart was to lead back the rest of the Kabul 
garrison to India. 

On August 9th Roberts’s famous march began; by the 31st he 
had covered the 318 miles of country that separate Kabul from 
Kandahar. On September 1st his triumph was confirmed and 
consummated by a brilliant victory over the Afghan forces outside 
Kandahar. Ayub’s army was annihilated, and his political preten¬ 
sions were destroyed. Roberts became the idol of the army and of 
his countrymen. The Afghan War was at an end. 

Even Lord Lytton shrank from the task of a permanent occupa- Mr. Glad- 
tion of Northern and Central Afghamstan. But the disposition of 
events no longer rested with that brilbant, though unlucky, Viceroy. 

On the defeat of the Conservative party at the poUs (April, 1880) he 
at once tendered his resignation, and it was accepted. Lord 
Hartmgton reigned m Whitehall, Lord Ripon at Calcutta. The new 
Government, despite strong protest from the Queen, determined 
upon a complete and immediate reversal of the policy of then 
predecessors On one pomt only was there momentary hesitation. 

Lord Ripon himself realized the difficulty of abandoning Kandahar, 

14 
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Roberts regarded its retention as of “ vital importance AH tlie 
soldiers in India and most of the civilians were with him. The Queen 
ardently supported his views at home. But there were strong 
arguments on the other side. Shcr Alf jiroved himself to be a weak 
creature, incapable of maintaining the position in which we had 
placed him without our help. Abdur Rahman regarded Kandahar 
as essential to his hold on Her&t. To retain it meant friction with 
the Amii’, hostility with the tribesmen, perhaps war with both. 
Lord Hartmgton, though not without grave consideration,*- decided 
that as soon as it could be done with dignity and safety Kandahiir 
must be evacuated. Lord Ripon was brought round to the view that 
the retention of Quetta would give us all the strategic advantages 
we could desire without the certain expense and possible danger of 
garrisoning Kandahar. Quetta was retained, and m April, 1881, the 
evacuation of Kandah&r was completed. Thus the Treaty of 
Gandamak was torn up, and Abdur Rahman ruled over “ a friendly, 
strong, and independent Afghanist&n ”. The policy of disintegration 
was repudiated, and we reverted to that of a buffer State. Thanks 
to the timely emergence of a strong and exceptionally sagacious rulei 
that policy relieved us of danger, though not of anxiety, for twenty 
years. 

AfghanistAn was not the only problem bequeathed by the 
Beaconsfield Cabinet to their successors. The “ forward ” policy 
had been adopted in other parts of the world, and nowhere with 
more significant results than in South Africa. On April 12th, 1877, 
Sur Theophilus Shepstone, acting in accordance with the discretion 
allowed him by Lord Carnarvon, proclaimed the annexation of the 
Transvaal to the British Crown. 

This history has hitherto been silent as to the progress of British 
rule in South Africa, and the omission must now be repaired. From 
the middle of the seventeenth century down to the close of the 
eighteenth. Cape Colony was a dependency of the Dutch East India 
Company, being utilized by their ships as a port of call and by their 
sailors as a vegetable garden. In 1795 the United Provinces became 
a dependency of the French Republic, and to save Cape Colony from 
a similar fate it was occupied by a British force Handed back to 
the Batavian Republic in 1802, it was reconquered by England in 
1806, and at the Peace of Pans (1814) it was purchased for £6,000,000 
sterling from the Dutch Government and became the property of 
Great Britain. But though the Government was British, the white 
inhabitants were mainly Dutch. Not until after 1820 was there any 
considerable emigration from this country. Between the British 
Government, progressive in policy, and the Dutch farmers, strongly 
Conservative in instinct, causes of friction rapidly developed—notably 
m regard to the treatment of the natives The zeal of the English 
* C/ Holland, Deoomime, i. 804-318. 
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Government and of the English missionaries was perhaps more 
obvious than their discretion, and with the enforcement of the Act 
for the abolition of slavery the cup of Dutch indignation overflowed. 

That Act was administered with flagrant disregard for the interests 
of the Dutch farmers and with scant respect for their vested rights 
They consequently determined to shake off the dust of the British 
Government from their feet, and to seek freedom in the vast hinter¬ 
land of South Africa. This was the meaning of the Great Boer Trek The 
(1886-1840) the cardinal fact of South African history, and a story, 
m some respects, curiously romantic and pathetic. The ultimate Trek 
result of the Great Trek was the estabhshment of two Boer States 
virtually independent, the Transvaal and the Orange Free State.i 

Meanwhile, a handful of English colonists had established them-Nata 
selves at Port Natal (1824), but the Boers from the north and west 
of the Drakensbcig range threatened their existence, and in the early 
’forties It seemed probable that a thud Boer State would be estab¬ 
lished between the Drakensberg and the sea. In 1843, however. 

Natal was formally proclaimed to be a British Colony, and the Boers 
after a brief struggle sullenly withdrew to the west of the Drakensberg 
Down to 1856 Natal was regarded as forming part of Cape Colony, 
but in that year it was declared independent, and it attained to the 
full dignity of “ responsible ” government m 1893. 

Wliat were the relations between Cape Colony and the Boer British 
States to the north ? From the moment of the Trek there were two Boeia 
possible alternatives open to the Enghsh Government: either frankly 
to recognwe tlie secession of the Boers, and m due time to acknow¬ 
ledge the existence of European States in South Africa independent 
of the British flag; or, to make it clear from the outset, that no 
other power would be tolerated m South Africa, and that the Boer 
farmers, go where they would, must remain subject to the Enghsh 
Crown For either policy there was something to be said. Unfor¬ 
tunately for the credit of British rule in South Africa we adopted 
neither, or, rather, we adopted both. Thus in 1848 Sir Harry Smith, 
the English Governor of Cape Colony, issued a proclamation to the 
effect that “ the whole terntoiy between the Orange and Vaal Rivers 
as far east as the Drakensberg was to be under the Sovereignty of 
the Queen ” The Dutch farmers under Preforms protested against 
this “ assumption ” of Sovereignty, but they were worsted m battle 
at Boomplatz (Aug 29th, 1848). Some of them fled to the north of 
the Vaal, the rest acquiesced, with no good grace, and accepted the 
authority of the Queen m the “ Orange River Sovereignty ”. The 
Home Government was lukewarm m its support of Sir Harry Smith. 

In 1851 the whole force of Cape Colony was engaged in one of the 
perennial struggles with the KafBrs on the eastern frontier of the 
Colony, and Preforms, then an outlaw beyond the Vaal, threatened 
^ slavery abolition was only one of many causes ol the Great Trek 
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to raise an insurrection m the Orange Sovereignty unless the independ¬ 
ence of his countrymen to the north of the Vaal were recognized. 
The Sand Consequently, m 1862, the Sand River Convention was concluded. 
River Great Britain thereby conceded “ to the emigiant farmers beyond 
tionr”' to manage their own affairs, and to govern 

June themselves, without any interference on the part of Her Majesty, 
1882 Queen’s Government ”. Thus the South Afiican or Transvaal 

Republic came into being as nn independent State, But with two 
reservations; it was to be open to all comers on equal terms, and no 
slavery was to be permitted or practised. Meanwhile, we were 
involved in troubles with the Basutos, the natives to the cast of the 
Orange River Sovereignty, and, at the close of the war, General 
Cathcart, the officer m command, reported that it would be necessary 
to station 2,000 troops permanently in the Sovereignty. The Home 
Government were m no mind for the assumption of further military 
responsibilities, and preferred the alternative of withdrawal. 


Tlie The Bloemfontein Convention was a counterpart of that con- 

eluded two years earlier with the Transvaal Boers Thus the 
vention. Orange Free State took its place side by side with the South African 
February Republic, and it seemed as though definite limits were to be set to 
ISM British Sovereignty towards the north-west.^ 

Sir For nearly twenty years the policy of non-intervention was con- 

George sistently maintained. Meanwhile, the Cape Colony itself advanced 
steadily towards the goal of self-government During the vigorous 
and enlightened administration of Sir George Grey (1851-18C1), Cape 
Colony was endowed with an elected Legislature and attained to 
“ responsible ” government in 1872. But Sir George Grey had a far 
wider vision than that bounded by the horizon of responsible govern¬ 
ment. Looking beyond the vacillating policy hitherto pursued by 
Great Britain m South Africa, he saw tliat the only possible path of 
safety lay in some foim of federation. The State Paper in which, in 
1858, he submitted his views to the Home Govcinment is one of the 


ablest documents in the history of our Colonial Empire. Grey had 
the support of the Boers of the Orange River Sovereignty. Their 
Volhsraad resolved m 1858 “ that a union or alliance with the Cape 
Colony, either on the plan of federation or otherwise, is desirable 
But the only reply of the Colonial Office was to recall Grey for 
exceeding his instructions. He was restored by the personal inter¬ 
vention of the Queen, but he returned to Cape Town with tarnished 
prestige, and with gravely impaired authority, Had the Home 
Government grasped the problem as Sir George Grey grasped it, 
had they even had the sense to trust “ the man on the spot,” the 
whole subsequent course of South African history might have been 


' For Ihe rcmaikably interesting Constitutions evolved by the Boei HepubUcs 
during the penod ol independence, sec Bryce, Studies in Ihslmj and Jurisprud¬ 
ence 
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different. Mr F. W. Reitz, the Transvaal Secretary of State m 
1899, wrote to Sir George Grey in 1893 . “ Had British Ministers m 
time past been wise enough to follow your advice, tliere would 
undoubtedly be to-day a British dominion extending from Table 
Bay to Zambesi But the weary Titan was tired of the whole 
“ burden ” of colonial establishments and was looking forward to 
the happy day when “ those wretched Colonies would no longer hang 
like millstones round our necks ”, 

Responsibilities once assumed are not, however, so lightly shaken Expan- 
off. Towards the end of the ’sixties the period of masteily inactivity 
was drawing to a close m South Africa as in India. In 1868 the Africa 
Boers on the Orange River became involved in a dispute with the 
Basutos to the east of them. The Basuto Chief addressed a prayer 
to the British Government: “ Let me and my people rest under the 
large folds of the flag of England ”. His prayer was heard, and in 
1869 British Sovereignty was proclaimed over Basutoland. 

In 1871 Griqualand West, a native territory to the west of the 
Orange State, was similarly annexed to the Crown This important 
acquisition gave us the diamond fields of the Kimberley district 
But its importance was not measured only m diamonds. The 
annexation meant a new turn in the wheel of policy . the definite 
abandonment of the laisser faire attitude which for the last thirty 
years had been characteristic of British policy in South Africa, as 
elsewhere. The acquisition of the Kimberley diamond-field meant 
also a new strain in the social life of South Africa. “ The digger, 
the capitalist, the company promoter jostled the slow moving Dutch 
farmer and quickened the pace of life.” * 

Such was the condition of affairs in South Africa when, in 1874, Lord 
Lord Carnarvon took up the reins at the Colomal Office Lord^atnar- 
Carnarvon was the Munster who had been officially responsible for pojjcy, 
the enactment of a Federal Constitution for British North America, 1874-1877 
and he was anxious to confer a similar boon upon South Africa. 

The moment appeared not inopportune, for in 1872 a Federation 
Commission had been appointed in Cape Colony But Cape Colony 
was in the first flush of self-satisfaction at the attainment of responsible 
government and had no leisure for the larger problem. 

Nevertheless, Lord Carnarvon wrote to the Governor of the Cape Attemp- 
in 1875 to propose that the several States of South Africa should 
be invited to a Confeience to discuss native policy and other points (.jqq 
of common Interest, and to ventilate “ the all-important question of 
a possible union of South Africa in some form of confederation ”.® 

The proposal was not welcomed in Cape Colony, and Mi. Froude, 
the eminent historian, who had been sent out to represent the 
Colonial Office at the proposed Conference, found his position highly 

’ Quoted by Egerton, Pederatwns, etc , p 71 

“ Lucae, South Africa, p 246 


Lucas, op cU,-p 264. 
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embarrassing both to himself and to his hosts.* Froude put his finger 
with great acuteness upon the root difficulty : “ If we can make up 
our minds to allow the colonists to manage the natives their own way 
we may safely confederate the whole country." Of federation, how¬ 
ever, imposed upon them from London, the colonists would hear 
nothing. The Conference m South Africa never met. 

Lord Carnarvon, not to be foiled, invited various gentlemen 
interested in South Afiica to confer with him at the Colonial Office 
(Aug. 1876). The Cape Premier, Mr Molleno, happened to be in 
London but was forbidden to attend ; no delegate was present from 
the Transvaal; and Mr. Brand, President of the Orange Free State 
(who greatly impressed Froude), attended under strict mj unctions 
from his Volksraad not to take part in any negotiations respecting 
federation by which the independence of his own state could be 
endangered. Sir Theophilus Shepstone and two members of the 
Legislature represented Natal. As regards federation the meeting 
was entirely abortive.^ 

Despite this discouragement Lord Carnarvon sent out to South 
Africa (ill Dec. 1876) the draft of a permis.sive Confederation Bill, 
winch m the session of 1877 was passed into law by the Imperial 
Legislative. This enabling Act contained the outline of a complete 
Federal Constitution It was for the South Afiican Colonies to fill 
it in if they would. Lord Carnarvon, while insisting that the “ action 
of all parties whether in the British Colonies or the Dutch Stales 
must be spontaneous and uncontrolled,” informed the new Governor 
of the Cape that he had been selected “ to cany my scheme of con¬ 
federation into elTcct The man chosen for this high task was one 
of the most trusted and experienced servants of the Crown, one to 
whose life-work the confederation of South Africa might form an 
appropriate and noble crown. It was the expressed hope of his Chief 
that within two years he would be “ the first Governor-Geneial of 
South Africa ”. The words read ironically, for the leign of Sir 
Bartle Frere (1877-1880) coincided, through no fault of hia own, 
with the daikest period in South African history. 

Aimcxa- Less than a month after Sir Barlle Frere reached Cape Town 
tionof (March 81, 1877), another agent of Lord Carnarvon’s took a step 
Transvaal opened a new chapter m British policy in South Africa Sir 
1 877 Theophilus Shepstone was Secretory for native affairs in Natal, and 
no man had more intimate knowledge of the native problem In 
October, 1876, he was sent out by Lord Carnarvon as “ Special 
Commissioner to enquire respecting certain disturbances which have 
taken place in the territories adjoining the colony of Natal,” and he 
was authorized, at his discretion, and provided it were desired by the 
inhabitants, “ to annex to the British dominion all or part of the 

iC/ Paul, oj h'toude, v vn Eight gentlemen uivited to meet lura at 
dinner at Govenunenl Plouse refused 

“Lucas, op at p, 205. “Egeiton, Fede)iiti<ms, etc., p 72 
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territories whieh formed the scene of his enquiry ”A The scene was 
the Transvaal Republic. At this moment the Boers of the Transvaal 
were in serious danger of annihilation at the hands of their native 
neighbours. More than this. The condition and policy of the 
Republic constituted a serious menace to the reputation and even 
the existence of the whole white population of South Africa. The 
Boers had incui-red the bitter enmity of Cetewayo, King of the 
powerful tribe of the Zulus, as well as of the Matabele Chief, Lobengula. 

With another Chief, Sekukuni, they weie, in 1876, actually at war. 

Morally and materially the Boers were banlcrupt, and their native 
enemies were only awaiting the opportunity to “ eat them up ”. 

That process might begin with the Boers; it was not likely to end 
with them. Under these circumstances Shepstone, after three 
months of careful enquiry, decided that annexation was the only 
remedy for the disease, and, on April 12th, 1877, he took over the 
administration of the Transvaal m the Queen’s name, promising to 
the Boers complete seK-government under the British Crown. The 
Pi'esident, Mr. Burgers, after a formal protest, retired to Cape Town 
on a pension; his rival, the Vice-President, Mr. Krugei, proceeded 
to London and tried to persuade Lord Carnarvon to reverse the 
policy of his agent This the Colonial Secretary declined to do. 

That the annexation saved the Boers of the Transvaal from The Zulu 
destruction is hardly open to question. But it left the British 
Government face to face, m a more acute form than ever before, 
with the native problem. A senes of disputes with the Zulus led 
in January, 1879, to the outbreak of war The history of that war 
may be thus briefly summarized; one grevious disaster, several 
deeds of heightened heroism, one great and final victory, At 
Isandhlwana (Jan. 22nd) a British force of 800 whites and 500 natives 
was literally cut to pieces This was the disaster more than half 
redeemed by the heroic defence of Rorke’s Drift. For eleven and a 
half hours, less than 100 men of the 24th, under two subalterns, 
Bromhead and Chard, held the Drift against 4,000 Zulus The 
defence of this post on the Buffalo River saved Natal The final 
victory was won by Lord Chelmsford at Ulundi in the Zulu territory 
on July 4th. Cetewayo was afterwards captured and sent as a 
prisoner to Cape Town and the power of his people was finally broken. 

In the course of a war, brief but fuU of incident, the exiled Prince 
Imperial of France, the heir of Napoleon III., who had volunteered 
to serve with the British force, was unfortunately kiUed in a recon- 
naisance (June 1st), owing to the carelessness of the officer who had 
been entrusted with the operation. 

Before the year 1879 closed, a British force destroyed the power 
of Sekunknni, and this inveterate enemy of the Boers ]omed Cetewayo 
in captivity. 


’ Bgerton, Federalions, elc., p. 274 
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The Boer The Boers could now breathe freely; the English had destroyed 
their enemies. The Dutch leaders had never ceased to protest 
against annexation, and their visits to London led them to hope 
much from the rapid vicissitudes of party government. Their hopes 
were not destined to disappointment. In the Transvaal, Frere found 
in 18T9 that the Boers, despite official assertions in London, were 
confident that their country would be given back. The history of 
the retrocession of the Orange Free State had taught them a lesson. 
Most unfortunately, there had been grave procrastination m regard 
to the fulfilment of Sliepstonc’s promise of self-government. In 
June, J 879, Sir Garnet Wolscley was sent out to take over, as High 
Commissioner, supreme civil and military command. Shortly after 
his arrival a Crown Colony Constitulion was conferred upon the 
T'ransvaal. But this was far short of the legitirnate expectations of 
the Boers, and their disappointment was great. The new High 
Commissioner declared in the Queen’s name that it was the will and 
determination of Her Majesty’s Government that the Transvaal 
should remain for ever “ an integral portion of Her Majesty’s 
dominions in South Africa Her Majesty’s Government was about 
to change hands. In the autumn of 1879 Mr Gladstone insisted in 
his Midlothian speeches on the insanity of " the free subjects of a 
Monarch going to cocrcc the free subjects of a Hepubhe" On 
coming into power in 1880 his Government declared that “ under no 
circumstances can the Queen’s authority iii the Transvaal be re¬ 
linquished ”. Bitter was the disappointment of the Boers, and on 
December 10th, 1880, Messrs. Kruger, Pretonus, and Joubert issued 
a proclamation declaring the independence of the Tiansvaal Republic. 
The moment was well chosen. The Basuto rebellion was in full 
progress , the Transvaal was almost denuded of British troops, and 
on December 10th some companies of the Olth were surprised and 
cut to pieces at Bronker’s Spruit, a place about forty miles from 
Pretoria. Sir George Colley had succeeded Wolscley in July and 
with a small force he hurried up to Newcastle in January (1881). 
Checked with heavy loss at Laing’s Nek (Jan. 28th) and again at 
Ingogo (Feb. 7th) he met his death in the disastrous defeat at Majuba 
Hill (Feb. 20th). Ireland combined with South Africa to compel an 
early meeting of Parliament (Jan. 6th, 1881), and the Queen’s Speech 
emphasized “ the duty of takmg military measures with a view to 
the prompt vindication of my authority ”. Sir Frederick Eobeits 
was sent out in command of a considerable force, but he arrived in 
South Africa only to find that Sir Evelyn Wood, who succeeded 
Colley, had signed nn agreement with the Boers acknowledging their 
light to complete self-government under the suzerainty of the Queen 
(March 28rd) The Pretoria Convention, in which these terms were 
embodied, was amended three years later by the Convention of 
London (Feb. 27th, 1884). The latter treaty acknowledged the 
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“ South African Republic,” and, while retaining the control of ex¬ 
ternal relations, deleted all reference to the suzerainty of the Queen. 

The whole pohcy of retrocession was violently assailed by the Con¬ 
servative opposition in England i and it signally failed to achieve 
a final settlement in South Africa. 

Between 1881 and the close of the century a series of profound Epilogue 
changes passed over South Africa. British Sovereignty was extended 
over Bechuanaland (1885), over Zululand (1886), and in 1889 the 
British South Africa Company was incorporated by Royal Charter, 
and accepted the administration of Mashonaland. In 1894 the 
Company scotched the power of the Matabeles and annexed their 
territory.® The conclusion of a convention with Germany in 1890, 
and with Portugal in 1891, reminded us—and others—that we had 
European neighbours in South Afhca. 

Meanwhile, in the Transvaal itself, an event of first-iate import- Gold in 
ance had taken place. Gold in great profusion was discovered 
1886 on the Witwatersrand,® and the discovery attracted a crowd ofvaal 
adventurers who introduced into the social and economic life of the 
South African Republic an entirely new strain The slow-moving, 
intensely conservative farmers deeply resented this intrusion Oil 
would not mix with water. The new-comers demanded political 
rights commensurate with their contribution to the wealth of the 
community. The Boei Government refused to grant them At the 
close of the year 1895 the “ Uitlanders ” attempted to take by force 
what was denied to argument. Dr. Jameson, the administrator of 
the British South Africa Company, raided with an armed force the 
Transvaal terntoiy His force was crushed; his confederates in 
Johannesburg were imprisoned ; Jameson himself and his comi'ades 
were handed over to the British Government The, fiasco of the 
raid served only to increase the tension between the Boer oligarchy 
and the “ Uitlanders ” in the Transvaal,* and at the same time 
rendered it more difficult for the Paramount Power to interfere. In 
1897 Sir Alfred (now Viscount) Milner was appointed to succeed 
Sir Hercules Robinson as High Commissioner, m April, 1899, he 
forwarded to the Queen a petition, signed by 21,000 British sub 3 ects 
resident in the Transvaal, praying that the Queen would make 
enquuy into their giievances and secure for them an adequate and 
permanent remedy. In May, 1899, the High Commissioner met 
President Kruger in conference at Bloemfontein. The conference 
proved abortive, and on October 10th the two Boer Republics 

^ Cf in particular the remarkable speech ot Lord Cairns m the House of Lords, 

March Slst, 1881 

® That the power of the Matabeles was not finally broken was proved by the 
rebelbon of 1896 

“ This statement might seem to suggest that this was the first discovery of gold 
in the Transvaal It had previously been discovered elsewhere 

* For the case of the “ Uitlanders ” Fitzpatrick, Transvaa! from Within, or 
V U. Markham, South Africa, Past and Present 
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declared -war. The war opened disastrously for Great Britain, but 
the resistance of the Boers was gradually worn down, and in May, 
1902, peace was concluded at Vereeniging on the Vaal 
The The long contest for supremacy in South Africa was at last ended, 

South ended in the only possible way. The two Burgher States were 

Africa annexed to the British Crown. Peace was no sooner signed than 
matters began to settle down with remarkable rapidity, so rapidly 
that it was found possible to confer self-government upon the 
Transvaal in 1900, and upon the Orange River Colony in 1007 
But, as in the ease of Canada and Australia, the attainment of 
“ responsibility ” was but the prelude to a fui Lber development. 
The Union Act of 1909 brought the four self-governing Colonies into 
a political union Thus was the dream of Sir George Grey and Lord 
Carnarvon more than fulfilled They had dreamt of confederation. 
But while the Constitutions of Canada and Australia are genuinely 
federal, tliat of South Africa is unitary. The four colonies merge 
their identity m that of the United South Africa, and accept hence¬ 
forward the status of Provinces. With the Union Act the final stage 
in the constitutional evolution of South Africa has, we may presume, 
been reached. “ Spasmodic violence alternating with impatient 
dropping of the reins ; first seventy and then indulgence, and then 
severity again, with no persisting m any one system—a process 
which drives nations mad as it drives children.” Such was Froude’s 
summary of England’s dealing with South Africa in the nineteenth 
century. The twentieth opens with a happier prospect. 

The fall We must now return, after a prolonged jmrcntliesis, to the closing 
Conservo Beaconsticld admmistration. The threatenmgs of war 

t,ye m Eastern Europe, a forward policy eventuating in war both in 
Govern- Afghanistan and m South Africa—such were the questions which, to 
the casual observer, seemed to dominate the political situation. Not 
so did the Prime Mimster read the signs of the times. On the eve 
of the election of 1880, Lord Bcaconsficld indited to the Duke of 
Marlborough, then Lord Lieutenant of Ireland, a letter which was in 
effect a political manifesto. It sought to concentrate the attention 
of the electorate upon a single topic. Ireland was distracted by 
“ a danger, m its ultimate results scarcely less disastrous than 
pestilence and famine,” by an attempt “ to sever the Constitutional 
tie which unites it to Great Britain in that bond which has formed 
the power and prosperity of both 

The Irish Throughout the fiist years of Lord Bcaconsfield’s administration 
Ireland had enjoyed a spell of unusual prosperity and tranquillity. 
1874-1880 That spell was broken by agricultural depression in 1878, but the 
cardinal feature of the Irish question dming the Conservative regime 
was not economic but political. The years between 1874 and 1880 
witnessed the growth of a new Irish party, both in Ireland itself and 
at Westminster. Mr. Gladstone complacently believed that he had 
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discharged in full the debt of England to Ireland ^ The majority of 
the Irish electors did not share hts optimism, and it is a grim com¬ 
mentary upon this view that the first General Election after the 
passing of the Acts of 1869 and 1870 should have resulted in the 
return for the first time of a majority of Irish members pledged to 
the repeal of the Union. But although the Home Rulers numbered 
close on sixty in the Parliament of 1874, Mr. Butt’s annual motion 
was treated with contemptuous indifference Legislation for Ireland 
did not occupy much of the time of this Parhament. The Peace 
Preservation Act was renewed in 1875, though with considerable 
modification, for a further period of five years , the Westmeath Act 
was renewed until 1877 ; but the most important legislation of this 
Parhament had reference to education. A million of money from 
the Irish Church surplus was appropriated, in 1878, to the encourage¬ 
ment of intermediate education, and in 1879 a further million and a 
quartet was taken from the same source to provide pensions for 
elementary teachers The same year witnessed successful legislation 
on the question which had biought disaster upon Mr Gladstone. If The 
the scope of Lord Beaconsfield’s Irish University Act has been, as a 
rule, misunderstood, if the criticism of it is generally distorted, thcsityof 
fault lies partly with its author. Under a most unpretentious aspect, Ireland 
the Act contained the germ of a great concession. The Queen’s 
University was abolished, and in its place the Royal University of 
Ireland was set up. The new Umversity was to be primarily an 
examining body, but the point which has escaped attention is that 
it was supphed with the means of rewarding merit by Fellowships, 
Scholarships, and Prizes. Of this endowment the Roman Catholics 
have freely availed themselves. Thus the difficulty as to the state 
endowment of a sectarian institution was surmounted, or rather 
circumvented, with singular adroitness. “ This is done,” said Lord 
Beaconsfield in private conversation, “ in such a way that it will not 
be understood, and when in due time the people of Great Bntam 
find that they are accepting the principle of an endowment which is 
quite inadequate, their sense of justice will cause them to adimt that 
the Irish Roman Catholics are entitled to a properly endowed Univer¬ 
sity College . . In fact, what we are doing is to place the ball at the 
feet of the Roman Catholics, and if they do not kick it the fault wiU 
be theirs and not ours ” The conversation is well vouched for,^ and 
IS eminently characteristic Disraeh was never happier than when 
“ educating ” his party and his countrymen. The morality of his 
methods might be questioned, hut their ingenuity was undeniable. 
During the period that followed, the Irish Catholics kicked the ball 
to some purpose , but it is questionable whether the people of Great 

1 Cf The Vatican Decrees, p. 59 

‘ By Mr Edmund Deaae, a member of the University Senate , ej Mr Uease’s 
letter to the Spectator, December 31st, 1898 
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Britain ever realized that it had been placed sui’reptitiously at their 
feet. 

By this time, however, a new force had made itself manifest in 
Irish politics, and a new “movement” had been inaugurated. 
Isaac Butt passed away, a weaiy and disappointed man, in 1879. 
His nominal successor in, the leadership of the Home Rule Party was 
Mr. Shaw, but sometime before Butt’s death a new leader had leapt 
to the front in the person of Charles Stewart Parnell 

Mr. Parnell was an Irish landowner of gentle birth ; on his father’s 
side an Anglo-Cclt, on his mother’s an American.^ He had none of 
the gifts of tlie demagogue, least of all the Irish demagogue, no 
natural gift of speech, no sensibility, no passion. But he was a born 
leader of men, and he acquired in high degree the art of parliamentary 
tactics. Watchful, acute, restrained, he rarely made a blunder in 
the House of Commons, and never missed an opportunity. For 
English politicians and English people he had a genuine contempt, 
mingled with a hatred which was as near passionate as any feeling 
he could entertain. To his Irish confederates Ins attitude was one 
of consistent hauteur and aloofness. Inscrutable as Disraeli, he was 
as absolute in authority as Gladstone He was only just of age “ 
when his sympathies were excited by the execution of the Feman 
prisoners in Manchester. 

A visit to America (1871) confirmed both his sympathy for 
Femamsm and his hatred of England. He entered Parliament m 
1875, took the measure of that assembly in a moment, and within 
two years was one of the most powerful forces in the House. He 
decided from the first that Home Rule must be achieved by tactics 
at Westminster and by agitation m Ireland and America For Eng¬ 
lish opinion he cared nothing, and he set himself deliberately to defy 
and to degrade the House of Commons by a policy of obstruction. 
In 1878 he cemented an alliance with the Clan-na-Gael or “ New 
Fenians ” by a second visit to America, and convinced the bish- 
Americans, for the first lime, of the efficacy of parliamentary action. 
In the same year he found a valuable, though not entirely congenial, 
ally in an ex-convict, Michael Davitt, recently released on ticket-of- 
leave from Dartmoor where he had been serving a term of imprison¬ 
ment for being concerned with the secret importation of fiie-arms 
into the langdom Davitt was not only a separatist but a sociahst, 
a disciple of Hcniy George,” and convinced that the sovereign remedy 
for the economic and social disease of Ireland was the nationalization 
of the land. With this particular prescription Parnell had no 

^ His molhei', Delia Stewart, woa a daughter ol' an American Commander who 
played a pioimnent part m tlio wai of 1812 againel Hngland 

“ Born at Avondale, ISIO 

“ 1 11111 not, ol course, unawnie of the fad that many of the disciples ol Henry 
Geoige disclaim for tliemselvcB and then ninstei (lie teini “ socialist,” and deny 
that their proposals tend to “ nationalization ** 
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sympathy; but Davitt was a useful ally, and in 1879 the Land 
League was founded, with Parnell as its first President. The avowed 
objects of the League were to reduce rack rents, and to facilitate the 
purchase of farms by the cultivators The real objeet was “the 
complele destruction of Irish landlordism . . . because landlordism 
was a British garrison which barred the way to national independ¬ 
ence Circumstances were favourable to this new agrarian 
campaign ; the harvest of 1879 was the worst since the famine,® and 
the distress in Ireland was so great that the Duchess of Marlborough 
opened a special relief fund, and the Government advanced funds 
from the Church surplus to be apphed, through the landlords, to 
reproducive works 

Lord Eeaconsfield, therefore, was not merely attempting to divert General 
attention fiom his own misdeeds when, in his histone letter to the®®®**™ 
Duke of Marlborough, he directed the interest of his countrymen to 
the condition of Ireland. But a voice much more powerful at the 
moment that Lord Beaconsfield’s was exposing from the house-tops 
the dead fruits of Imperialism. The outstanding feature of the 
General Election of 1880 ® was beyond all question the Midlothian 
campaign waged, in the district round Edinburgh, by Mr Gladstone 
with a vigour and resourcefulness wonderful for any man, miiaculous 
in a man of over seventy. The results were not incommensurate 
with the effort: the campaign gave the Liberals a majoiity of nearly 
120 over the Conservatives, of 50 over Conservatives and Home 
Rulers combined ^ But the campaign did more than give the 
Libeials a large majority; it put Mr. Gladstone in power. Since 
his definite retirement m 1875, the party m the House of Commons 
had been led, with excellent temper and dignity though not quite 
effectively, by Lord Hartington. But it was Lord Granville whom 
Mr. Gladstone invariably regarded as the leader of the party, and 
his destined successor in the Premiership Lord Beaconsfield accepted 
his unexpected defeat with unruffled equanimity, and following the 
precedent he had himself set in 1868, he resigned before the meeting 
of Parhament (April 21st).® 

The Queen immediately sent for Lord Halting ton Lordl'orma- 
Hartmgton had accepted the leadeiship with reluctance and liad*’™° " 
been deeply embarrassed by the r61e which, after his retirement, I\Ir Ministry 
Gladstone felt it his duty to play. Against his will he retained the 
leadership, but having done so, he looked forwaid to the fitting 

^ Davitt, see Report of Parnell Commission, iv 4S5, quoted by O’Connor 
Moms, op cit, p. 239 

“ Moitis, p 240, estimates the loss m 1878-1870 at £10,000,000 
“ Paihament was dissolved on March 24th 
■' Liberals 861 , Conservatives, 237 , Home Rulers, OS 
** He was staying at Hatfield during the elections, and his unmoved serenity 
amid the defeat of his party and the disappointment of his hopes was noted by the 
few who were with him at the time , fiom one of these I learnt it 
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reivaid on the victory of his party at the polls.i His advice to 
the Queen, however, was to send for Mr. Gladstone. Her Majesty 
demurred, and only consented when it was made clear to her by 
Lord Hartington and Lord Granville conjointly that Mr. Gladstone 
would accept no place but the first, and that they could not form a 
Government without him. The Queen acquiesced, and on April 
28rd Mr. Gladstone kissed hands as First Lord of the Treasury and 
Chancellor of the Exchequer.* Lord Granville took the Foreign 
Office, Lord Hartington the India Office.® Lord Selborne again 
became Lord Chancellor; Lord Kmiberlcy, Colonial Secretary; 
Forster, Chief Secretary for Ireland; I.ord Northbrook took the 
Admiralty, and Childers the War Office. Two recruits were brought 
into the Cabinet Sir William Hnicourt as Home Secietary, and Mr. 
Joseph Chamberlain as President of the Board of Trade * Mr. 
Henry Fawcett, though not in the Cabinet, made noteworthy his 
tenure of the Post Office, and Sir Charles Dilke represented, with 
uncommon ability, the Foreign Office lu the House of Commons. 

Causes of Before we turn to the history of the Gladstone Ministry a word 
may he said as to the causes of the Conservative ddbaele The first 
may be found in the law of anti-chmax Had Lord Beaconsfield 
yielded to the temptation of dissolving in 1878, he would probably, 
thougli not certainly, have secured a new term of office for his party. 
Down to that time their record, both admunstiative and legislative, 
was a good one. Mr. Cross had made a notable success at the Home 
Office; their finance was respectable, and their general administra¬ 
tion was sound. After 1878 everything went wrong. Trade and 
agriculture became increasingly depressed, the impudent tactics of 
Parnell in the House of Commons impaired the reputation of its 
leader; the defeat at Islundhlwana was followed by the tragedy at' 
K&bul But while these things may account for the defeat of the 
Conservatives, the victory of the Libeials was due to another cause. 
It was the moral fervour of Mr. Gladstone which recaptured the 
straying allegiance of the Nonconformists, and his resort to new 
political methods which for the first time aroused the enthusiasm of 
the newly enfranchised masses. It is easy to condemn those methods 
as demogogic; to lament the “ degradation of British politics ” ; ^ 

1 See Holland’e Life, i 271 

“'For circumstances regarding tins negotiation see the interesting account 
Written by Gladstone ap Moiley, u (121, and cf. Fitzmnurico, Giunmlle, u. 193, 
and Holland’s Devonshire, i. 270 jcg (jladatone thought the Queen wrong in 
sending for Hartington on the ground that it was to Granville he had “ resigned 
his trust,” but with respect I submit that it was not even lot Mr Gladstone, in 
Opposition, to designate his successor to the Queen. 

" This being in Mr Gladstone's opinion " next to the Foreign OlTice, and as 
very neat in weigliL and perbaps the moat dilUcuU of all at this time ” 

^ The other Cabinet Ministers were . Loid Spencer (Lord President); Duke of 
Aigyll (Piivy Seal), Bright (Duchy ofLanoaster), and Dodson (Local Government 
Board) 

‘ The expression is Loid Selboriie's, cf. Meim mis, n 470 
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T he General Election of 1880 turned largely upon questions ol 
foreign policy, Mr Gladstone himself framed a wholesale 
indictment against what he described as the “ Bcaconsfieldian 
system ”, Th6 verdict of the country was in his favour, and it was 
inevitable that effect should be given to that vcidict. It has beet 
already shown how that was done m Afghanistan and South Africa 
Loid Beaconslicld did not long survive his defeat Amid the rum 
and reversal of his policy, he passed away on April 19th, 1881. His 
death, under circum.stances almost tragic, aroused a wave of deep 
feeling m the country. The Queen felt it as a personal beieavement, 
and paid unique honour to his memory With her own hands she 
placed a wieatli upon his coffin, and erected in Hughenden Church a 
tablet bearing an inscription from her own pen.* There was no 
shrewder ]ndge of character than Queen Victoria, and that she 
trusted Lord Beaconsfield is a high testimonial to his integrity and 
patriotism. But to the majority of his countrymen he remains, 
what throughout a long career he always was, an enigma. His 
enemies dc,scribed him as un-English, his patriotism they declared 
was pinchbeck, and his sense of honour distorted. In home politics 
they believed him to be merely oppoi turns t, self-seeking, and un¬ 
principled Much of tlie adverse criticism was due to early prejudice 
which he never quite lived down He was not born to the purple, 
and for the greater part of his life he had to fight, and fight hard, 
for his own hand. Nevertheless, inscrutable as he was, some things 
ai‘e clear. He was a man of unyielding courage, of wonderful temper, 
of intense concentration of purpose. A'Jnttei antagonist, he had real 
magnanimity, and never bore a grudge \ He was a skilful tactician, 
conciliatory as a colleague, and considerate as a chief Can he be 
described as a patriot 7 Patriotism is difficult of definition, but this 
at least may be said that no man since Chatham had a higher sense 
of the honour and greatness of England (as he understood those 
attributes) than Benjamin Disraeli, Earl of Beaconsfield.^ 

Apart from foreign policy the new Government was soon launched 
upon a sea of troubles. Of the most turbulent—Ireland—something 

‘ “ To tlio dear and liofloiired lucnioiw of Beniamin, Earl of Beaconsfield, this 
memorial is placed by his giatcful Sovereign and liiend, Victoria, R I. ‘ Kings 
love him that spcalceth right ’ ” 

■‘Bishop Stubbs’s masterly analysis of the cliauiclei of Simon de Moiiltort 
comes inesiaLihly into mind, llioiigh the parallelism is far from complete “ He is 
scarcely ii patiiot—a forcignei' could hardly be expected to bo so . he is somewhat 
more distinctly a hero, hut he never quite rids hirascll ol Llie chaiactcr ol an 
adventurer ”, 
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will be said later ; but not even Ireland, perhaps, caused the Cabinet 
and its chief more worry than what was known as the Bradlaugh case. 
Charles Bradlaugh, a notorious and out-spoken atheist, was returned 
for Northampton at the General Election. The Paihamentary Oath 
ran • “ I will be faithful and bear true allegiance to Queen Victoria, 
her heirs and successors, according to law, so help me God 
Bradlaugh claimed, instead of taking this Oath, to be allowed under 
the Parliamentary Oaths Act of ’J866 to make an affli-mation. A 
Select Committee decided that he was not entitled to do so He 
then offered to take the oath with ]ts “ meaningless addendum ” in 
the usual form. A second Select Ci^mmittee decided that he could 
not do so. The House then refused to allow him to affirm; but 
under a new standing order he was ^bsequently allowed to affirm, 
subject to statute (July 1st). The c^e was now transferred to the 
Courts, who decided against Bradlaugh'^ right to affirm, and vacated 
his seat. Promptly re-elected by No:^thampton (April, 1881), he 
presented himself to take the Oath, and the House repeatedly 
refused him permission to do so. In February, 1882, he adminis¬ 
tered the Oath to himself and was ^xpeUcd from the House. 
Re-elected by his constituents he repeated the process The 
Government proceeded against him for illegally taking the Oath, 
and the Courts decided against Bradlaugh, He then applied for 
the Chiltern Hundreds, stood again and wAs re-elected (1884) He 
was again elected by Northampton at the General Election of 1883, 
and Mr Speaker Peel then declared that he knew “ of no right 
whatever to intervene between him and the form of legal and 
statutable obligation”. Bradlaugh quietly', took the Oath and 
remained until his death (1891) a highly respected member of the 
House. In 1888 an Affirmation Act was passed, and m 1891 all the 
resolutions against Bradlaugh were expunged from the Journal 

The case is important for several reasons Like the case of 
Wilkes, It raised the question as to the relations between the House 
of Commons and a constituency, and also the relations between the 
House and the Courts of Law. In 1884 the Court refused to interfere 
with the privilege of the House of Commons to control its own 
proceedings and its own members The matter had a political as 
well as a constitutional significance. It gave a very bad start to 
the new Parliament and the new Government; it led tct the virtual 
supersession of Sir Stafford Northcote as Leader of the Opposition; 
it brought into existence a distinct group of young Conservatives— 
a " Fourth Party ” of four members,® and into special proifimence a 
new parliamentary personality—Lord Randolph ChurchiU 

1 Bradlaugh v Cosset!, 4G and 47 Vict 1883 C/ Robertson, Select C(fses, pp 
406-41S, and on the whole case, Anson, Lava and Custom (Parliament), pp. 87-89, 
and Erskine May (continued by Holland), ui 222-228 

* 1 e Churchill, Gorst, Balfour, and Drummond Wolff, , „ 

^ Cf Lang fddeslnith, o xvi and xvii , W S Churchill. Lord It Ckurchill, 
1 . 0 . Ill, and Goist, Fourth Parlji 
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Domestic With the domestic legislation of this Parliament we must deal 
summarily. The Burials Act (1880) removed a grievance of 
Nonconfoimists, by permitting them to bury their dead in parish 
churchyards with religious forms selected by themselves, or without 
any at all. The Ground Game Act (1880), popularly known as the 
“ Hares and Rabbits Act,” alloivcd tenant-farmers to protect their 
crops from “ verinin ” and to .share the sport of their landloids. 
The Agricultural Holdings Act (1888) strengthened the Act of 1875, 
by making compensation for improvements corapuLsory instead 
of permissive More important was the Employers ImMhiy Act 
(1880), which gave tlic workman a legal light to compensation from 
his employer for injury sustained m the course of his employment 
througli negligent management. The Banlruptcy Act, passed by 
Mr. Chamberlain m 1888, was a bold assumption of responsibility 
on the part of a State Department. Its effect was to transfer the 
control over insolvent estates from the Com t of Banlcruptcy to the 
Board of Trade and its Official Receivers Less successful was the 
Electric Lighting Act of 1882, passed by tlic same energetic adminis¬ 
trator. The intention of the Act was to encourage municipal enter¬ 
prise m the provision of electric light; the result was to place serious 
obstacles m the path of private enterpiise, and to keep Great Britain 
twenty years behind any other civilized country in regard to the 
commercial development of electricity. So disastrous was the Act 
that in 1888 Paihamcnt thought it well to amend it, and to give 
rather more encouragement to private enteipiisc. But a powerful 
obstructive weapon still remained in the hands of the mumcipahties 
By obtaining a Provisional Order they could block private competi¬ 
tion, and yet do nothing themselves. That gas-owiimg Corporations 
should have sought to postpone the advent of a poweiful competitor 
was natural, but this episode is an apt illustration of the evil that 
frequently arises from well-intentioned legislation. A useful Act 
was passed in 1883 to diminish corrupt practices at elections; and 
in 1884 the Government reopened the whole question of paihamentary 
reform 

Parlia- During the previous decade repeated attempts had been made, 

reform^ notably by Mr. George Trevelyan, to assimilate the county franchise 
to that eMabhshed m boroughs by the Act of 1867 From 1872 to 
187D an annual motion was defeated by considerable majorities. 
But in 1884 the Government, of which Trevelyan was now a 
member, made themselves responsible for the Bill. It passed 
thiough the House of Commons, but the Lords, on the motion of 
Lord Cairns, declined to assent to “ a fundamental change in the 
electoral body ” until they had before them the details of the 
promised scheme for the redistribution of scats The action of the 
Lords aroused a violent agitation m the country and bitter attacks 
were made upon the Second Chamber. Their action had logic and 
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reason behind it, yet the country resented delay The case was 
eminently one foi compromise; but an impartial arbitrator was 
needed to bring the parties together. Rarely in modern politics 
has the Crown played a more useful part than in making peace 
between the two Parties and the two Houses in the autumn of 1884. 

The Queen was greatly impressed by the gravity of the situation, 
and dunng the lecess she laboured assiduously to brmg the two 
sides together. And not m vain. Mr. Gladstone met Lord Salisbury 
and Sir Stafford Northcote, and discussed with them the details of 
the Redistribution Scheme. Satisfied on the mam points, the Con¬ 
servative Leaders allowed the Franchise Bill to pass, and m 1885 
the Redisti’ibution Act also became law. By the former the county 
was assimilated to the borough franchise, and some 2,000,000 voters 
were added to the electoral register The latter went some way 
towards the pimciple of equal electoral areas All boroughs with 
less than 16,000 inhabitants ^ were disfranchised and merged in the 
county districts, boroughs with less than 60,000 inhabitants were 
to lose one member. For the rest, with the exception of twenty-two 
towns which retained two members apiece, and certain Universities, 
the whole country, counties and boroughs alike, was divided into 
single-member constituencies. In order to effect this twelve addi¬ 
tional members were added to the House, bringing up the total 
number to 670 A profound change was thus accomplished virtually 
“ by consent ” That consent, however, was obtamed by the media¬ 
tion of the Crown, and Mr Gladstone had good reason “ to tender 
his grateful thanks ” to the Queen " for the wise, gracious, and steady 
influence on her Majesty’s part,” which had “ so powerfully contri¬ 
buted to bring about this accommodation, and to avert a serious 
crisis of affairs 

The imminent danger of a collision between the two branches of The Irish 
the Legislature was only one of the many anxieties which Pressed 
upon the Prime Minister Ever since the Liberals had returned to 
power they had been harassed by difficulties m Ireland. Lord 
Beaconsfleld had seen the cloud then no bigger than a man s hand. 
Nobody at the time believed that his warning was other than an 
election device. His opponents discovered to their cost how accurate 
his diagnosis had been ’ 

The post of difficulty was assigned to Mr. Forster with Lord 
Cowper as his Lord Lieutenant. They began then administration 
valiantly; they declined to renew the Peace Preservation Act, and 
declared that they would try to govern Ireland under the ordinary 
law Within six months they discovered its insufficiency, and 
besought their reluctant colleagues to call Parliament together and 

1 01 these tlicre were thirteen reluming two membeia apiece, and sixty-eight 

returning one. ,,, , ..i iko 

^ Cf Morley, Gladstone, m. 120-180, and Lang, Iddcsleign, p Js2 

' Cf e g Motley, iii 48 
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obtain for them further powers. In the meantime the Government 
had passed an Act for the relief of distress, and had attempted to 
pass a “ Compensation for Disturbance Bill More tlian one 
thousand evictions had taken place in the first six months of ISSff- 
Lord Hartington, himself the heir to a great Irish pioperty, declared 
that some landlords were taking advantage of the agricultural distress 
to clear their estates of poor tenants without expense to themselves, 
The Bill proposed that an evicted tenant should be entitled to 
“ compensation for disturbance,” if he could prove that he was 
unable to pay liis rent owing to the bad harvests of the last three 
years; that he was willing to continue his tenancy on just and 
reasonable terms, and that these terms had been unreasonably 
refused by the landlord. The Hill was to remain in operation only 
until the close of the year, but even so it had few friends. In its 
ultimate form the Parncllites declined to support it, and though it 
was carried in the Commons the Lords rejected it by 282 to 51 votes. 
The Land Its rejection gave the signal, if not the excuse, for a terrible 
League outjjreak of lawlessness in Ireland Speaking at Emus in September, 
(Parnell launched the “ boycotting ” ^ campaign. jThe man who took 
a larm from which the tenant had been evicted was to be put into 
a “ moral Coventry,” to be isolated “ from lus kind as if he was a 
leper of old ”. The tale of agrarian outrages mounted higher and 
higher 2 In October the Government resolved to prosecute Mr, 
Parnell, Mr. Biggar, Mr. John Dilloil, Mr. Sexton and others for 
conspiracy to prevent the payment of rent But the jury, as was 
foreseen, disagreed. Mi. Forster was convinced that further powers 
were necessary, but Mr. Gladstone, believing him to be a “ very 
impracticable man,” was slow to agree. His colleagues, however, 
were against the Prime Minister, and he “ submitted ” ’ 

Coercion Parliament was summoned in the iiist week of 1881 and was at 
im’ asked to arm the Irish Executive with further powers ^^The 

Protection of Life and Property Bill gave the Lord Lieutenant pother 
to detain in prison, without tnai^oi a period not extending beyond 
September 80th, 1882, anw persOn_reasonably suspected of treason¬ 
able practices or agrarian Srilences.'hThe proposal was drastic hut 
not difficult to justify. “ In Iieland,” said Forster, “ the Land 
League law * is supreme, and theic is a real reign of terror over the 
whole country.” “ With painful and fatal precision,” said Gladstone, 
“ the steps of crime dog the steps of the Land League ” The leaders 
of that League in the Ilouse of Commons used every art to obstruct 
the progress of the Bill A sitting of forty-one hours was ended by 

‘ So called from Captain BoycoU, one of its first and most resolute violims and 
opponents 

“ 2690 111 1880 as against 801 m 1878 
\ lie Beema to have been alone in lus CabmoL —Morley, id 50 

‘ J e the orders of an Association foinied for the purpose of depnvmg the Irish 
landlords of their property 
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the courageous action of Mr Speaker Brand, who, on his own re¬ 
sponsibility, stopped the debate and put the question. Thus was 
the first Reading carried. Thirty-six Irish members were suspended, 
and the powers of the Speaker m regard to the restriction of debate 
were enlarged, f A second BiU prohibiting the possession of arms or 
ammunition in a ** proclaimed ” district was also passed before the 
end of March .) 

! In April Mr. Gladstone himself introduced a Bill described byTheLnnd 
Lord Morley of Blackburn as giving the Irish peasant ‘Ifhe charter Act oi 
of his liberation ” j As a fact, the Bill ignored the best Irish opinion 
of the day, and did nothmg towards a permanent solution of the 
agrarian problem. . , 

It was based upon the principle of the “ three F’s ”—^free salcc 
fixity of tenure, and fau rent. It gave to sittmg tenants increased 
secuiity of tenure, the right of selhng their interest m the holding 
to the highest bidder, and the privilege of having a “ fair ” rent 
fixed for a period of fifteen years by a judicial tribunal;^'There were 
also clauses, which proved practically inoperative, for facilitating 
land purchase and the multiplication of occupying owners. The BiU 
was based, hfce the Act of 1870, on the assumption, denied by few 
genuine Irish landlords, that the Irish tenant possesses an interest m 
the soil quite unlike anything which could be equitably claimed for 
an English tenant. But it proceeded to recognize this right in the 
wrong way. It conferred a vast boon upon the sitting tenant at the 
expense not only of the landlord but of all future tenants. The 
consequence has been that the respective interests of landlord and 
tenant have varied not in concurrent but in inverse ratios The 
lower the rent the higher the value of the Tenant Right, until the one 
threatens to absorb the other, and the fee simple is vutually trans¬ 
ferred to the sitting tenant Had Mr.* Gladstone condescended to 
listen to the best Irish opinion,’- or even to that of his own Irish law 
officers, the Tenant Right would have been fixed in the terms of the 
rent demanded or offered, and the worst results of the Bill would 
have been avoided. It waS in fact a fair-weather Act, it encoun¬ 
tered stoims of exceptional seventy and it foundered. The solution 
of the problem has been found not in the recognition of “ dual owner¬ 
ship,” but in the creation of cultivating owners by means of state- 
aided purchase The Bill cost Mr. Gladstone one of his ablest 
colleagues, the Duke of Argyll, but despite the Duke’s vigorous 
opposition, the House of Lords, with some modifications, accepted 
the Bill and it passed mto law. 

It did nothing to improve the immediate situation m Ireland.)rhe' 
The Parnelhtes spurned it; outrages multiplied , the gaols were ““5^” 

'^Such as that ol Lord Monteagle, Mr Richey, Mr Bagwell, Judge Loiigfield,' 
and others who, recognizing the necessity tor legislation, t'oiiued in 1880 the Land 
Tenure Reform Committee and diafted a scheme 

■Ttr ' * 
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filled with suspects. On October 7th Mr. Glnclstone, much irritated 
by the reception accorded to his remedial legislation, declared that 
the “ resources of civilization were not exhausted,” and on October 
18th Mr Parnell was arrested and lodged in Kilmamham Gaol. On 
October 18th the League issued a manifesto commanding that no 
rent should be paid until the leaders were released, and two days 
later the League itself was “ proclaimed ” as an “ illegal and criminal 
association ” Thus Forster waged his brave fight against the forces 
of lawlessness in Ireland. “If I am arrested,” Parnell had said, 

“ Captain Moonlight will take my place.” He did. Poister, though 
in great personal danger, never faltered. 

The Wlien Parhamcnt met in February, the Queen was able with 

ham'*"''' condition of Ireland showed signs of unprove- 

Tienly ment,” and had For.ster been loyally supported he might have won 
through I but his Chief was already off on another tack With 
splendid courage Mr. Forster had personally visited the most dis¬ 
turbed districts in Ireland during the winter and had escaped unhurt. 

On April Iflth, 1882, he left Dublin to attend the Cabinet which was 
to decide the future policy of the Governme.nl But tor the fact that 
he decided at the last moment to dine at Kingstown instead of m 
Dublin, Forster would that night have been murdered by a band of 
assassins known as the “ Invincibles ” ^ On April 28th the announce¬ 
ment of Lord Spencer’s appointment as Viceroy, in place of Earl 
Cowper, gave substance to rumouis of a “ change of policy ” The 
rumours liad some foundation in fact. The Cabinet learnt that, if 
they would release Parnell and other suspects, “ the conspiracy 
which has been used to get up boycotting and outrages will now be 
used to put them down On May 2nd the Piimc Minister an¬ 
nounced the release of all suspects not associated with the commission 
of crime and announced also the resignation of the Chief Secretary. 
The “ Kilmamham Treaty,” so called from the gaol in which the 
Irish leaders were at that time confined, had been signed. “ The 
Prime Minister . . had now flung the Irish agents of the Government ' 
over and made peace with the invincible agitator.” This is the 
account of Parnell’s brilliant biographer, and this his summary of 
the terms: “The Government were to mtioduce a satisfactory 
Arrears Bill, and Parnell was to ‘ slow down ’ the agitation To 
such a Treaty a man of Forster’s temper could be no party. 

The Mr Forster’s successor was not, as had been anticipated, Mr. 

Chariiberlain, the representative of the extreme left, but Lord 
muideib Cavendish, brother of Lord Hartmgton, the leader of the 

> Reid, li'orsler, p nST, j ^ Itnd p. CUl. 

■‘O’Brien, pp 208-11(10 1 hnve used Uve Ici'm “ Ttealy ” as Uic pUvoscol the 

day, but it IS propel (o add that hlr Gladstone denied the exisLencc of any “ bar¬ 
gain ” “ There liiis been no urrangemenL, no biu,gam, no negotiation Nothing 

has been asked and nolhing h.v, been taken ” (llansnid, May 4 jL1i, 1382), cf Lord 
Hartington’s Memor/mdum (ap Holland, i 351), “ Although there was no pledge 
there was no understanding ” 
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Whig section of the Cabinet, and himself an intimate friend of the 
Prime Minister.^ On May 4ith Forster made a statement explanatory 
of his resignation. In the middle of a scene aheady sufficiently 
dramatic Parnell entered the House and confronted his old adversary 
and his new friends. On May 6th the new Viceroy made his State 
entry into Dublin. Lord Frederick Cavendish arrived with him 
On the same evening“ffie^new Chief Secretary and Mr. Burke, the 
Under-Secretary at the Castle, were stabbed to death by a gang of 
“Invincibles ’’ in Phoenix Park. The murder of Lord Frederick was 
an accident; the intended victun of the assassins was the faithful 
agent of the “ Castle,” Mr. Burke. Mr. Forster immediately offered 
to resume his post; the offer was declined. In January, 1883, the 
“ Iimncibles ” were captured and brought to trial. James Carey, 
one of the leaders in the plot, and a member of the Dublin Town 
Council, turned Queen’s evidence; five of his associates were hanged, 
and three wei-e sent to penal servitude for life. Carey himself was 
murdered on shipboard as he was flying to South Africa, and his 
murderer was hanged. Thus ended this terrible episode m Irish 
history. 

Parnell expressed, and probably with sincerity, his detestation of Furthei 
the dastardly deed which had taken place. It is in evidence that he*‘=g'®*'i' 
was, perhaps for the only time in his hfe, completely unnerved ^ In'*'®" 
Ireland there was genuine lamentation over the fate of the ” innocent 
stranger,” Lord Frederick Ckvendish, profound sympathy for his 
courageous widow,, but little to spare for the devoted public servant 
who perished with him. On the refusal of Sir Charles Dilke to take 
the Chief Secretaryship without a seat in the Cabinet, it was accepted 
by Mr. George Trevelyan who, with Lord Spencer, braced himself 
brayely for one of the most difficult tasks that ever confronted 
English statesmen. A Crimes Act passed in 1882 gave the Executive 
power in serious cases to substitute a Commission of tliree judges for 
trial by jury ; to prohibit meetings and suppress newspapers ; to 
depoit aliens; to levy compensation on the districts for minders 
' and maiming ; and to search for the “'apparatus of crime ” by night 
or day ; it also enlarged the summary jurisdiction of m^istrates and 
m other ways increased the efficiency of the law.' But^wth coercion 
conciliation was to go hand in hand and the Crimes Act was accom¬ 
panied by an Arreais Act which, partly at the expense of the State 
and partly of the landlords, relieved the. tenants from a burden of 
debt, and enabled them to go into the Land Courts to get a “ fair 
rent ” fixed under the Act of 1881. Thanks to the incieased powers 
given to the Executive by the Crimes , Act, the murderers of Lord 
Frederick Cavendish and Burke were brought to justice ^nd the 
more serious kinds of agrarian crime weie virtually stamped out.* 

1 He offered to reeign his seat if Mi Gladstone thought well —Morley, ui. 70 

’ Such dimes numbered nearly 3500 ui lh8iJ, TOli in I884i 
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The calm, courageous, and impartial administration of Lord Spencer 
and Mr Trevelyan gradually wore down their lawless opponents. 
At Westminster the obstructive tactics of the Parnellites compelled 
the House of Commons to spend an autumn session (1883) in revising 
its rules of procedure. The most important of these gave authority 
to the Speaker to closure debate. In Ireland Mr. Parnell launched 
a new association to take the place of the sup 2 )ressed Land League 
to which he gave the name of the National League (Oct. IT'th, 1882). 
The avowed object of the new League was to secure Home Rule 
for Ireland; its methods were boycotting and intimidation, but, 
guided with superb skill by Parnell, it generally contrived to keep on 
the right side of the law. Its power was much increased by the 
inclusion of Ireland in the Franchise Act of 1884. Household suffrage 
gave Parnell eighty-five followers in the Parliament elected m 1885. 
But we anticipate events. 

England Apart from Ireland and the other topics already touched, public 

m Egypt attention, during the Gladstone Government, was mainly concen¬ 
trated upon Egypt. 

The course of this narrative has aheady disclosed the consistent 
reluctance of English statesmen to recbgnize the importance of 
Egypt in the general scheme of English policy. Twice Russia had 
offered it to England, and at Berlin Bismarck, not perhaps without 
sinister design, pressed it upon Lord Beaconsfield. To Bcaconsfield 
the offer must have been tempting, for he was the first of English 
statesmen to perceive its significance, but it was declined From 
his purchase of the canal shares*- a new eia in our relations with 
Egypt dates The sale of the shares was due to the increasing 
financial embarrassments of the Khedive Ismail ® The debt winch 
at his accession (1868) stood at £8,203,000 had increased by 1876 to 
£94,000,000. To this “ Carnival of extravagance and oppression ” ® 
we may trace the European intervention in the affaiis of Egypt, and 
thus the whole of the latest phase in its long history. In 1876 Mr. 
Stephen Cave, who had been sent out to make a report upon Egyptian 
finance, desciibed the country as suffering “ from the ignorance, 
dishonesty, waste, and extravagance of the East . . . and at the 
same time from the vast expense caused by hasty and inconsiderate 
endeavours to adopt the civihzafaon of the West No description 
could have been more apt. The English and French creditors of the 
Khedive, naturally alarmed as to the security of their loans, sent 
out Mr Goschen and M. Joubert to look after then interests. The 
immediate result was the establishment of the Caisse de la dette 
(May 2nd, 1876). This international Commission was origmally 
empowered only to receive the revenue set apart from the service of 
the debt, and to sunction or veto fresh loans ; but its functions were 

* Cj. supra, p. 870 ■' A grandson of tlu* lamous Meliemel Ali 

’ The phrase is Lord Milner’s 
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rapidly enlarged to embrace the whole financial administration of the 
country, Lord Derby refused to nominate an English Commissioner, 
but Mr. Goschen, devoid of Lord Derby’s official responsibility, 
suggested at the Khedive’s request the name of Captain Evelyn 
Baring, a member of the famous financial House and until recently 
Pnvate Secretary to Lord Northbrook in India. In this character¬ 
istic fashion there was introduced into Egypt the man destined to 
be the regenerator of the country, “ the Great Pharaoh of Modern 
Egypt 

By 1879 Ismail’s tyranny and extravagance had become in¬ 
supportable, and on June 26th his Suzerain the Sultan was induced 
by the Powers to procure Lis abdication. His abdication, writes 
Lord Cromer, “ sounded the death-knell of arbitrary, personal rule 
in Egypt But his son and successor, Tewfik, though honest and 
well meaning, was not the man to cope with the situation by which 
he was confronted. 

The country and more particularly the army was seething with Rebellion 
discontent. Of this discontent an obscure colonel, named Arabi?,^^'^"''’' 

■ WpST 1QQ1 

Bey, became the mouthpiece and representative. It is not, even 
now, easy to determine the precise character and significance of the 
movement which Arabi led. Primarily a military revolt, it was 
directed partly against Turkish suzerainty, partly against occidental 
mtervention “ Egypt for the Egyptians ” was the battle-cry of the 
rebels, but how far cither Egypt or the Egyptians would have been 
profited by their success it is diflicult to say. 

On September 9tli, 1881, the Kliedive found his Palace surrounded 
by a large force under the command of Arabi, and was compelled to 
assent to their demands. He promised to dismiss two of his leading 
Ministers, to accept a responsible Ministry, to convoke an Assembly 
of Notables before the end of the year, and to hmit the functions of 
the Caisse to the service of the debt. Doctrinaire Liberals, particu¬ 
larly in England, hailed with enthusiasm Arabi’s success, as portend¬ 
ing an era of constitutional Government for Egypt. Most of those 
who had knowledge of the facts regarded it differently. The demo¬ 
cratic catchwords adopted by Arabi and bis faction were m reahty 
a thin veneer, calculated to cover a movement of the regular Oriental 
type. Europe became more and more uneasy. Order must be 
restored in Egypt; but how ? By Turkey ? By the European 
Concert ? By France and England conjointly, or by either of these 
alone ? To any of these alternatives there was objection from one 
quarter or another. In January, 1882, England and France in a 
joint note assured Tewfik of their support, and in May the combined 
fleet anchored in the roads of Alexandria. France then expressed 
a prefeience for a European Conference The Conference met in 
Copstantinople at the end of June and proved entirely abortive. 

‘ Modern Egypt, i. 146. 
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Meanwhile, an immte at Alexandria precipitated the crisis. On 
June 11th the Arabs attacked the European population and 
slaughtered fifty or more of them, mostly Greeks, m cold blood. 

“ Manifestly,” says Lord Cromer, “ something had to be done, for 
the whole framework of society in Egypt was on the point of collaps¬ 
ing. By June 17th 14,000 Christians had left the country”! 
Tewfik was powerless to restrain the fanaticism aroused by Arabi, 
now one of his “ responsible ” Ministers. The Concert of Europe 
was equally impotent. Great Britain decided to act, if necessary, 
alone. Sir Beauchamp Seymour, commanding the British fleet oE 
Alexandria, was instructed to demand that the construction of 
fortifications should cease. 

Bombard- The demand being ignored the Admiral proceeded (July lith) to 
Sexan- demolish the forts. Arabi let loose the convicts, and 

dru then with his troops abandoned the town, which for two whole days 
was delivered up to fire, pillage, and massacre. At length the 
British Admiral landed a body of hlue-jaokets and marines, and 
order was tardily restored m the ruined city. 

The From the moment it became clear that decisive action was 

Egyptian accessary Fiance refused to co-operate, and her Fleet left Alexandria 
twn* for Port Said. England had, therefore, to go through with the task 
alone. The Government moved (July 24th) for a vote of credit for 
£2,800,000; the first army Eeserves were called out on the 26th, 
and the first instalment of troops left Poitsmouth on the 27th. 
Almost simultaneously troops were despatched from India, and 
among those the Government, following the precedent of Lord 
Beaconsfield, decided to include a native contingent. The command 
was entrusted to Sir Garnet Wolseley, who fulfilled his commission 
with extraordinary promptitude and skill. Debouching not from 
Alexandria hut from Port Said, he landed in Egypt on August 19th, 
and marching on Cairo across the desert, he inflicted a crushing 
defeat on Arabi, storming the formidable lines of Tel-el-Kebir on 
September 18th. So masterly were his strategy and tactics that 
the total British loss m killed was only 54, and in wounded only 342 
On September 14th, Cairo surrendered to a couple of squadrons of 
British cavalry. The “ series of military operations,” to adopt Mr. 
Gladstone’s periphrasis, was now complete. Arabi was captured, 
brought to trial, sentenced to death, and finally deported to Ceylon. 
The A British army was left in occupation of Egypt in order to 

tion°S complete the restoration of order, or, in official phrase, the 

order “ authority of the Khedive ”. When that task had been accom¬ 

plished the occupation would cease. That such was the genuine 
desire and intention of the Government, there is not a shadow of 
doubt. “We shall not keep our troops m Egypt any longer than is 
necessary; but it would be an act ol treaelicry to ourselves, to 
‘ Op. cil. I 2BI). 
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Egypt, and to Europe if we withdrew them without havmg a certainty 
—or . . . until there is reasonable expectation—of a stable, a per¬ 
manent, and a beneficial Government being established in Egypt.” i 
Thus spoke Lord Granville in the House of Lords, and his famous des¬ 
patch on January 8rd, 1883, announced that policy to the great 
Powers That despatch further intimated that “ the position in which 
Her Majesty’s Government is placed towards His Highness (the Khe¬ 
dive) imposes upon them the duty of giving advice, with the object of 
securing that the order of things to be established shall be of a 
satisfactory character and possess the elements of stability and 
progress “ Giving advice ” is, as Lord Milner observes, a 

“ charming euphemism of the best Granvillian brand,” ^ but Lord 
Granville was at one with his colleagues m his anxiety that the 
function should be temporary. 

The anomaly of the whole position was strikingly illustrated by The 
the events which shortly followed in the Egyptian Soudan. The Soudan 
Arabs of the South, as of the North, had long gioaned beneath the 
burdens imposed upon them by their Egyptian taskmasters. Colonel 
Charles Gordon, who had acted as Governor of the Soudan under 
Ismail, retired in 1879, and fiom that moment the condition of its 
inhabitants was pitiful Consequently, when Muhammad Ahmed 
announced himself as the Mahdi or promised Messiah, the Soudanese 
rallied to his standard, and drove the Egyptian troops into the 
fortresses. In September, 1883, General Hicks was despatched by 
the Khedive, in command of a wholly inadequate Egyptian force, to 
reconquer the Soudan In November Hicks Pasha, his European 
staff, and his Egyptian soldiers were cut to pieces by the Mahdi near 
Shekan. Sir Evelyn Baring, who m September, 1883, had returned 
to Egypt as Consul-General, advised the abandonment of the Soudan. 

Lord Dufferm, in his report of 1883, had advised that the Western 
Soudan should be abandoned, and that Egypt should be content to 
hold Khartoum and Seiiiiaar. Lord Wolseley concurred in this 
opinion. After the Hicks disaster, however, Lord Wolseley urged 
upon Lord Hartington that a strong garrison should be established 
at Assouan, and that reinforcements should be sent to Suakim, 
Berber, and Khartoum Lord Hartington agreed with him, and 
had their advice been accepted one of the most disastrous episodes 
in English history might have been avoided.'* Sir Evelyn Baring 
and the British soldiers in Cairo were convmced, however, that 
Egypt could not, without assistance, hold Khartoum. The British 
Cabinet were now face to face with a serious difficulty. “ The 
Soudan was no business of ours.” Technically it was not. But 
British officers had been killed there; Egyptian soldiers were stiU 

* Hansaid, ccJxxvi 41 ‘ England %n Egypt, p B8. 

" Holland, op ciJ, p 411. 
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blockaded there; and the Khedive, if he accepted our advice to 
evacuate, could not calmly leave them there to perish. 

Gordon’s At this critical moment General Gordon was on the point of 
mission, undertaking a mission for the King of the Belgians in the Congo, 
^anuary, -v^ouid do 111 regard to the Soudan, he replied , “ I 

should send out myself ” The distracted Cabinet caught at the 
idea, and on January 18th, 1884, General Gordon was sent out to 
Khartoum to report on the situation with a view to immediate 
evacuation ^ The Khedive appointed him Governor-General of the 
Soudan, the Home Government acquiesced in the appointment, and 
in that capacity he started for Khartoum. Baring disapproved of 
the mission then and always,* but he agreed that if Gordon wont at 
all it had better be as Govei-nor-General. That this appointment 
altered the character of the mission cannot he denied , still less can 
it be denied that the Imperial Government approved the alteration 
But Ministers—especially Mr. Gladstone and Lord Giiinville—^were 
already uneasy about it. Words—^parliamentary words in particular 
—tliey could understand; of decisive action they were afraid. 
Their hope now was that Gordon would himself decide upon the 
evacuation of Khartoum without explicit ordeis to that effect, 
Meanwhile, the facts of the situation were hardening. Gordon had 
hardly left Cairo for Khartoum when Colonel Valentine Baker, the 
head of the Egyptian Gendarmerie, was badly defeated in an attempt 
to relieve Tokar, near the Red Sea coast (Feb. 4th), Gordon now 
found himself besieged by the Mahdisls in Khartoum. Lord Wolseley 
was quick to perceive the danger of the situation, and urged upon 
Ministers the immediate despatch of reinforcements to Suiikim, and 
the advance of an English Brigade to Wady Haifa Failure to take 
prompt action at once might force us into a big war “ before many 
months elapsed ” * Sir Gerald Graham, despatched to Suakim, 
inflicted some losses upon the Arabs and held that place securely, 
but nothing further w'as done. Baring became insistent that relief 
should be sent to Khartoum, and m England there was one person in 
high place whose clear brain penetrated through all the sophistries 
and ambiguities in which Ministers—and especially their Chief- 
delighted to involve themselves On March 25th, 1884, the Queen 
telegiaphed to Lord Hartington . “ It is alarming ; General Gordon 
IS in danger; you are bound to try and save him Surely Indian 
troops might go fiom Aden and could bear climate though British 
cannot You have incurred fearful responsibility ” * 

Gordon Wliat the Queen said, the country thought Lord Hartington 
Khartoum obviously uneasy, but Mr, Glad.stone’s mind was intent upon 

1 There la still some confusion as to wlicthcr Gordon's orders wore to “ report’! 
or to " evacuate ” For text ol instiuclion cj. Moricy, lii 6C4 

‘ Cromer, op cit i, 488-480 

® For Lord Wolseley’s masterly Memorandum c/. Holland, 1 pp 42C-Ji27. 

‘ Holland, Dpoonshire, i. 434 
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domestic affairs and parliamentary tactics, and precious weeks and 
even months were allowed to pass before any decision was arrived 
at. The miserable troops on whom alone Gordon could rely were 
defeated outside Khartoum on March 10th, and it became clear that 
if ever Gordon was to leave Khartoum alive he would have to be 
succoured by his own countrymen. He himself had begun to reahze 
that he was likely to be deserted. On Apiil 7th he telegraphed 
“ You state your intention of not sending any relief up here or to 
Berber and you refuse me Zobeir . . I shall hold out here as long 
as I can, and if I can supress the rebellion, I shall do so. If I cannot, 

I shall retire to the Equator and leave you the indelible disgrace of 
abandoning the garrisons of Sennaar, Kassala, Berber, and Dongola, 
with the certainty that you will ultimately be forced to smash up 
the Mahdi under great difficulties if you would retain peace in Egypt.” 
This telegram merely aroused Mr. Gladstone to the advisability of 
“ sending a set of carefully prepared questions to Gordon about his 
future conditions and plans ” (April 18th) Baring warned the 
Government that they ought to begin immediate preparations for a 
relieving expedition in the autumn (April 14th). Lord Hartington 
confesses, two days later, that he had “ not the slightest idea what 
the Government proposes to do His ignorance was shared by 
all his colleagues, and the way was not made clearer by Gladstone’s 
declaration (May 12th) that the reconquest of the Soudan “ would 
be a war of conquest against a people rightly struggling to be free ",® 
Berber, the half-way house between Suakim and Khartoum, was 
captured by the Mahdi (May 2Cth)—an event which still further 
jeopardized Gordon’s position in Khartoum 

Nevertheless, Lord Hartington still failed to bring the Cabinet 
to a decision. Their procrastination was due to no lack of pressure 
from the ablest of their military advisers ; but despite the insistence 
of Lord Wolseley, nothing had been decided by the end of July. A 
threat of resignation from Lord Hartington and the Chancellor, Lord 
Selborne, at last compelled the Premier to divert his attention from 
parliamentary tactics, and at the beginning of August Gladstone 
asked the House of Commons for the miserably inadequate sura of 
£300,000 to enable the Government “ to undertake operations for 
the relief of General Gordon should they become necessary ”. Lord 
Wolseley was then appointed to command the expedition; he left 
England at the end of August and started from Cairo to lead an 
expedition up the Nile at the beginning of October. Gordon, asked 
by the Government why he did not leave Khartoum, rephed, “ I 
stay at Khartoum, because the Arabs have shut us up and wiU not 

' He had begged the Government to appoint Zobeir Pasha Governor-General 
01 the Soudan but they demurred to the appointment of a slave dealer 

“ Holland, i, 446 

= Morley, ui 144, quotes this as an illustration ol Mr Gladstone’s curious 
instinct for liberty 
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let U 3 out Lord Wolselcy made all the haste possible under eir- 
cumstanoes of great difficulty, but the procrastination of the Cabinet 
had delayed the expedition until it was too late On reaching Korti 
(Dec. 29th) Lord Wolseley despatched Sir Herbert Stewait with a 
small force by land to avoid the wide bend of the Nile. Stewart, 
after a haid flght at Abu Klea (Jan. 17th, 1883), forced his way to 
the Nile, not far below Khartoum, but on January 19th was mortally 
wounded. The command then devolved on Sir Charles Wilson. 
Exactly a week later (Jan 26th) the Mahdi stormed Khartoum and 
General Gordon was killed. Wilson came in sight of the City two 
days after it had fallen. 

Death of The news of the tragedy reached London on February 5th, and 

Gordon receipt of it the Queen despatched an angry telegram to Gladstone 

declaring that “ it was too fearful to consider that the fall of 
Khai’toum might have been prevented and many piecious lives 
saved by earlier action To Miss Gordon she expressed in an 
autograph letter her grief and sympathy and her sense of “ the stain 
left upon England ” by General Gordon’s “ cruel though heroic 
fate ” The Queen exactly expicssed the feelings of her people. 
The House of Lords censured the Government by 189 to 68, and in 
the Commons they were saved from similar condemnation only by 
a majority of 14. Their first resolution was to send out large rein¬ 
forcements to Lord Wolseley to enable him “ to smash the Mahdi 
at Khartoum ” By the middle of Apiil other counsels prevailed. 
The left wing of the Radical party brought pressure to bear upon 
the Prime Munster, who was more than ready to be convinced. On 
April 16tli the Government decided to abandon the Soudan south 
of Wady Haifa, and, though retaining the port of Suakim, to abandon 
the construction, already commenced, of a railway from Suakim to 
Berber. This sudden volte-face was due only partly to parliamentary 
pressure; serious danger was threatening in another quarter. On 
March 30th Russia, quick to take advantage of England’s preoccupa¬ 
tion, had occupied Penjdeh on the frontiei ol Afghanistan 
The The danger in Afghanistan passed, and with its passing there 

the'sfo*^ was some disposition to modify the policy of complete evacuation of 
of the ^ Soudan, and to retain the province of Dongola. Baring, Wolseley, 

Soudan and Kitchener were all strongly in favour of its retention, and the 
Queen pressed it on her Ministers, but the will of Mr. Gladstone 
prevailed. The British force was withdrawn in the summer of 1885, 
and for another twelve years the Soudan was a prey to anarchy 
When the Mahdi was poisoned in 1885, the Khalifa whom he had 
nominated as his successor continued his tyranny. 

Meanwhile, thanks to the long and patient labours of General 
Grenfell and General Kitchener, the Egyptian army was completely 
reorganized, and in 1896 the Government of the Khedive determined 
to attempt the reconquest of the Soudan. This decision coincided 
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with, and may have been precipitated by the withdrawal of the 
Italians from KassalaA General Kitchener was appointed to the 
command of the Nile expedition, and slowly and patiently advanced 
towards the completion of his great design. Before the end of 
September, 1896, Kitchener was m possession of Dongola ; Abu 
, Earned was taken in August, 1897, and at the Atbara the Dervishes 
were scattered (Apiil 7th, 1898) On September 2nd the power of 
Mahdiism was finally annihilated by the great victory of Omdurman. 

Two days later the British and Egyptian forces were paraded before 
the ruined Palace of Khartoum, and the shattered tomb of the 
Mahdi, and there, on the spot wheie Gordon had perished, a funeral 
service was held in solemn memory of the dead hero and saint. 

The Queen conferied a peerage upon General Kitchener, and 
I from Parliament he received £30,000 and formal thanks “ for the 
distinguished skill and ability with which he planned and conducted 
the campaign on the Nile of 1896-1898 Never were honours and 
thanks better deserved 

Hardly, however, had General Kitchener reached Khartoum Faahoda 
when the diplomatic sky was suddenly overcast by a threatening 
cloud. The French Government had never forgiven themselves for 
their withdrawal from Egypt at the critical moment in 1882 For 
more than a dozen years they had impeded, in every way, the work 
of financial and political reconstruction undertaken by Great Britain 
m Egypt. That task, unwillingly assumed but patiently fulfilled, 
seemed now to be on the point of final triumph and consummation 

At the dramatic moment the French reappeared upon the scene 
On July 12th, 1898, Major Marchand planted the French flag at 
Fashoda on the Upper Nile. For two years past, m the face of every 
difficulty, this intrepid soldier had been pushing his way from the 
French Congo across Central Africa. His arrival at Fashoda was 
well timed, but General Kitchener, steaming up from ICbartoum, 
denied his right to be there as the political representative of France. 

The victory of Omdurman was a potent argument, but Marchand 
refused to yield even to it. The quarrel was then referred to the 
diplomatists. Lord Salisbrny claimed for the Khedive all the lands 
over which the Khalifa had borne sway, and made it clear to the 
French Government that the claim would he asserted by the whole 
force of Great Britain. In the autumn of 1898 the two nations were 
on the brink of war. France, however, gave way, recalled Marchand, 
and in March, 1899, concluded with Great Britain a comprehensive 
agreement in regard to the Soudan By this Treaty the rights of 
Great Britain over the whole Nile basin, from the source of that 
river to its mouth, were acknowledged, France was confiimed in 
possession of a great West African Empire, but the whole of the 
Egyptian Soudan was to be subject to the power which ruled at 
' Occupied by Ihem aftci a successful encoiintei nitli the Klialila (Dec. 1803) 
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Cairo. Thus the way Lo the Cape was still open, unblocked by any 
other Eviropean Power, Pram that moment Anglo-French relations 
rapidly improred, and in 1904 the diplomacy of the Salisbury. 
Balfour Government was crowned by the conclusion of the Anglo- 
French Agreement, whereby France agreed to give Great Britain for 
thirty years a free hand in Egypt. Thus closed the chapter which 
had opened in 1882. 

British policy m the Soudan m 1885 was, as we have hinted 
powerfully affected by the increasing tension of Anglo-Russian 
relations in Central Asia. In regard lo Afglianisliin the Gladstone 
Government had reverted m 1881 to tlic policy of the “Buffer 
State ”, Given the maintenance of fiicndly relations with a strong 
Amir, there was little cause for apprehension in the advance of 
Russia. In 1884, however, it became doubtful whether the 
“ buffer ” could be kept intact. Early m that year Russia, conscious 
of England’s preoccupation in the Soudan, occupied Merv and Sataks, 
and thus came within 200 miles of Ileuit. Such a step was in direct 
violation of Gortchakoff’s assurance, given to Lord Granville m 
1882, that Merv “ lay outside the sphere of Russian niflucuoe 
Nevertheless, Lord Granville as.scntcd, somewhat tamely, to the 
proposal of the Russian Government that a joint boundary com¬ 
mission should bo appointed for the definitive delimitation of the 
frontier. Sir Peter Lumsden, the English Commissioner, reached 
the Afghan frontier on November 19th. Ills Russiiiii colleague, 
M. Zelenoi, excused himself on the score of illness until February. 
February came but still no Zelcnoi. The allroiit was unmistakable, 
and British patience was almost exhauslod, the more so as the 
Russians usefully employed the interval by oeeupymg various 
eligible points on the fionlier. The situation could not endure On 
March 6tli, 1886, the Queen addressed to the Czar a personal appeal 
that he would assist her in maintaining the peace, but on the 29th 
Russians and Afghans came into tolhsion at Pcnjdeh, and the 
Russians in consequence occupied the place. The Afghans felt that 
their “ Protectoi ” had deserted them Fortunately, however, the 
Amir was at this moment at Rawal Pmdi, where Lord Dufferin* 
had received him with splendid hospitality, and now smoothed 
his natural indignation with irresistible adroitness. At home, the 
Government acted with unusual decision and promptitude. The 
Reserves had already (March 2Cth) been called out in England, and 
the news of the seizure of Penjdeh aroused public excitement to the 
highest pitch. “ We know,” said Mr. Gladstone, “ that the attack 
was a Russian attack; we know that the Afghans suffered in life, 
in spirit, and in repute; we know that a blow wa.s RtTUclc at the 
credit and authority of a Sovereign, oui protected Ally, who had 

^ Granville, Life, ii 420 

“ He aucceeilcd Lord Uipon as Viceroy in 1884. 



1888 ] PENJDEH 421 

committed no offence. . . . We must do our best to have right done 
in the matter.” 

This speech (April 27th) was the prelude to a motion for a vote 
of credit of £11,000,000, £4,300,000 of which were for the Soudan 
expedition. The vote was agreed without a dissentient voice, a 
hint not lost upon Russia, who agreed to submit the questions in 
dispute to the arbitration of the King of Denmark. In the event, 
Penjdeh, for which Abdur Rahman cared httle, was left in the hands 
of Russia, but m compensation the Amir secured the exclusive 
control of the Zulfillar Pass for which he cared much, There was 
general satisfaction that peace had been preserved, but there was an 
uneasy suspicion that it had been purchased at the price of a fresh 
humiliation for British diplomacy. 

That this impression contributed to the overthrow of the Govern- Over- 
ment is undeniable. All through the session they were hard pressed 
by their opponents in Parhament, but their ultimate fall was d^e, Giaistons 
in even greater degree, to their own internal weakness and dis-Govem- 
sensions. With the greatest difficulty had they kept together 
through the Soudan crisis in 1884, and between the middle of April 
and the middle of May (1885), no less than nine members of the 
Cabinet intimated, on one point or another, an intention to resign ^ 

In the last months of their existence the mam cause of division in 
the Ministry was not foreign policy but Ireland The Crimes Act 
was to expire in August. Was it to be renewed ^ In whole or m 
part ? The Whigs leaned towards partial renewal; the Radical 
wing insisted that if any portion of the Act were renewed it must 
be accompamed by a reform of local government and perhaps by 
the establishment of a central administiative board in Dubhn. Mr. 
Gladstone, whose supreme anxiety was to avert a rupture of the 
Ministry and the Party,^ W'as hopeful of adjustment of differences, 
but nothing was actually settled, and on June 8th an amendment 
to the Budget, moved by Sir Michael Hicks Beach, was carried 
against the Government by 264 to 252 It was significant that 89 
Home Rulers voted m the majority. 

Mr Gladstone tendered his resignation to the Queen on theTheflist 
following day (June 9th) Several of his colleagues—notably Lord 
Hartmgton—were glad to be released from a task which had become tration 
increasingly distasteful, but the Queen demurred to the necessity of 
resignation. Lord Salisbury, summoned on the 11th, took the same 
view, and pointed out the peculiarity of the circumstances Two 
million new voters had been enfranchised by the Act of 1884, hut 
the nevt' Register was not ready, and an immediate dissolution was, 
therefore, out of the question. Consequently, the Conservatives, if 
they took office, would not command a majority in the House of 
Commons, nor could they appeal to the country to give them one. 

‘ See Morley, ui. 186 ’ ibtd 186 
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If they were to come in, it must be on the luiderstaiulmg that tht 
outgoing Slimstry would assist them to obtain the necessary supplies 
and to carry on the routine business of Ktale. Mr. Gladstone would 
give no pledge and the Bitunlion became tense. The crisis lasted 
from June lUh to June 23rd, and ivas terminated only by the good 
offices of the Queen, No loss than .siv times in one day did her 
Private Secretary, Sir Henry Ponsonby, interview Mr. Gladstone,i 
At last an understanding was arrived at, and on the strength of it 
I,ord Salisbury took oiKcc 

The revolt of the younger 'rmnes ngain.sl the leadership of Sir 
Stalford Norlhcote was rewaided hy the latter’.s reluctant removal 
to the House of Lords, whcie, ns Earl of Iddh'.sdeigh, he served as 
First Lord of the Treasury. Lord Salisbury himself took the Foreign 
Office — an admirable arrangeinenl, if there had been another 
Premier; Sir Miclmcl Ilicks Hcacli led the House of Commons as 
Chancellor of the Exeheipicr -until tlie leader of the Fourth Party 
was ready; I,md Uatvdolph (’Iinrchill modestly contented himself, 
for the moment, with the India Office ; Mr W 11 Smith went to 
the War Office, Lord George Hamilton to the Admiralty, and Sir 
Richard Cross returned to the Home Office. Sir Hnrdinge Giffaid 
became Lord Halsbury and Lord Chancellor; Mr. Gibson who in 
late years had clone good service to the Party on the platform, 
became Loid Chancellor for Ireland with n iiceuige (Lord Ashbourne) 
and a seat m the Cabinet; but of all the appointments perhaps the 
most significant was that of Lord Canuirvon to be Tjord Lieutenant 
of Ireland, with a sent in the Cabinet. Lord Carnarvon, a man of 
high integrity and great independence, nuule no .secret of hi.s leanings 
towards some form of extended local governmcnl for Ireland, and 
his appointment went far to secure the Irish vote for his party at 
the General Election. This took place, according to arrangement, 
in November. 

The The English boroughs in the main rcUirned Conservatives, but 

Ifcction electors in the counties proved their gratitude to Mr. 

of 1885 Gladstone by giving the Liberal Party a majority of eighty-six.® 
This figure exactly equalled the number of Mr. Parnell’s followers. 
The strength of the Home Rule Party was the deciding factor in the 
situation. Before Parhament was opened the Conservatives shed 
their Lord Lieutenant, and in the first critical division on the 
Address (Jan 20th, 1886) the Paxnelhtes threw in their lot with 
the Opposition and left the Ministry in a minority of seventy-nine. 
Of the majority seventy-four were Parncllitcs Lord Salisbury 
immediately resigned, and Mr. Glad,stone was asked to form a 

* Tlic Queen jucbseU n jiepiagc ujimi Gliulalnnc m n leUev wliieli, ns lie wiole to 
Lord Grnnvilk', “ moves and alinosl upsete me. it iiiuHt have 00.11 her much to 
write imd is reiillv ii [leail nf meul pure ” - Murley, in IIUI 

' Including I'oin Independents the Libeinls iniinlicied iJBfi , Uic Tones , 
the r,irnelliU‘h S(1 
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Government. Lord Hartmgton declined to serve m it, and his 
example was followed by many of the most distinguished of liis 
former colleagues. The old Liberal Party was rent in twain A 
new issue of paramount importance was definitely raised—an issue 
destined to divide English Parties for at least a quarter of a century 
to come. That issue is not yet decided; the chapter of history 
opened by Mr. Gladstone in 1886 is not yet concluded; at this 
point, therefore, it is fitting that this detailed narrative should stop. 

In more than one sense the year 1885-1886 marks the parting of 
the ways. The Reform movement, temporarily arrested by the 
French Revolution, but breaking forth after the Peace of 1815 with 
irresistible force, had now, for the time being, clearly reached its 
term. By successive stages the great mass of the manhood of the 
nation had been admitted to the responsibilities of citizenship, To 
the arbitrament of the new democracy a great issue was presented 
m 1886. They weie invited to confer upon Ireland a separate 
Legislature with an Executive responsible thereto. The proposal 
seemed to them to be fraught with danger to the Commonwealth, 
and they installed, and for twenty years, with one short interval, 
maintained in power the Party which was pledged to preserve the 
mtegrity of the United Kingdom. Not, however, until the close 
of that period (1905) did the recently enfranchised voters realize the 
potency of the weapon placed in their hands By that time the 
new ruling class had learnt more lessons than were dreamt of in the 
educational philosophy of Robert Lowe Before the vast issues, 
social and economic, which gradually emerged as the century faded, 
even that of Legislative Independence for Ireland seemed to pale 
into insignificance 

These problems belong to the future; the historian is concerned 
with the past; truthful narration may be required of him, but not 
speculation. If the dead must bury the dead, the unborn must 
struggle in the womb of time. 
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CIIAPTKU XXVI 

KPILOUUE. DKMOCHACY AMD KSll’lKE TTllJ CLOSE OP 'I'lIE 
VICTOIIIAN EUA 
(lasn 1(101) 

T he formal orgun\piit of this work reaclu’s its logical conclusion 
in the Purruimculary llcforin Acts of 1884 and 1885, Never¬ 
theless, ill order to .sketch the jirogrcss of events down to the close 
of the VietoriiHi era, .sonu' voids may he, added by way of epilogue. 

To a period already regarded ns “ okl-fashioued ” the usage con 
hardly be deemed iuapproi»nale. 

For nearly ten years Ireland continnod to occupy the first place 
111 political mtere.sL. On coining into ollice in 188.5, the Conserva¬ 
tives delihcrntcly declined to renew the expmiig C'nuics Act. This 
decision was adniittcdly n grave one,*^ and it did not stand alone. 
Combined with a virulent attack by Lord Itamlolph Churcliill upon 
Lord Spencer’s administration, it gave substance to the prevalent 
luniouis that the Tory Government meant to come to terms with 
Parnell, A promised rc-cnquiry into a iiotoriou.s nuiuler ease® and 
the passing of an Act*to facilitate laiid-purcbusc seemed to afford 
further conlirmatioii. The Land Act of 1885, popularly known as 
the Ashbourne Act, was one of the least prclcntiuus, hut, as lar as it 
went, one of the mo.st effective agrarian measures over enacted for 
Ii’elaiid By n simple use of State credit i1, made a real beginning 
with the work of converting tenant-cultivators into proprietors of 
the soil, A tenant desiring to purchase Ins holding and agreeing 
with his landlord to do so could borrow from the Slate the whole 
sum required at 4 per cent. By this means not only was his rent 
immediately reduced,® but at the end of a period of forty-mne ycai's 
he became automatically the owner of lus farm. The total sum to 
be advanced by the State was limited to £.5,000,000,^ but this modest 
experiment formed the basis of all suhsefiuent land-pureliase legisla¬ 
tion down to the great measure of 1003,® Nothing could have been 
more consonant with the best Conservative tradition than the 
Ashborne Act Can the same be .said of the communications which, i 
in the autumn of 1886, took place between Mi. Parnell and Lord 
Carnarvon 7 

That the new Lord Lieutenant favoured the principle of federalism 
was well known: he had already applied it to Canada and had 
attempted to apply it to South Africa. Would he venture to re- 

’ Cj Clmicliill, Life nf Lord R. Clmrehill, i 400. 

* The MivamUasna atfan, 

• By about 20 pei cent as coinpaicil with the “ judieml ” lent of 1B81 —S H, 
Butcher, /nsTi, Land Acts, p, 20 

* Diuwn from the lush Chuteh Surplus 
t The “ Wyndham Act”. 
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commend to his colleagues its application to Ireland ? The happen¬ 
ings of 1885, though in the highest degree momentous, are still 
wrapped in some obscurity. But tins much is certain. Within a 
few weeks of taking office Lord Carnarvon met Parnell and listened 
sympathetically to the statement of his views. The fact of these 
meetings was communicated to the Prime Minister, but not to the 
Cabinet 1 In November the Irish vote in Enghsh constituencies 
was given, under orders fiom Parnell, to the Tory candicates. The 
result precisely fulfilled the astute anticipation of the Irish leader 
In the new Pailiament he held the balance between parties.® TTafl 
the Tories won a dozen more seats he could have kept them in power; 
as it was he could reduce the Liberals to impotence. 

No sooner was the verdict of the electorate given than Mr, Gladstone 
Gladstone sent up his famous “ Kite It is now clear ® that during 
the autumn of 1885, if not before, his own mind had been tending iiiRaie^ 
the direction of Home Rule; but until the elections were over he 
gave no clear sign. To him Parnell’s victory in Ireland appeared 
decisive; enfranchised Ireland had now spoken But he would 
gladly have seen the question settled by the Conservatives, and he 
actually opened the matter to the Piemiei’s nephew, Mr. Balfoui 
Lord Sahsbuiy, however, was not prepared for the plunge As soon 
as he' was assured of this Mr. Gladstone turned him out. The new 
Pailiament met on January 12th, 1886. Before it was many days 
old the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland and his Chief Secretary, Sir W. 

Hart Dyke, resigned, and Mr. W H. Smith succeeded the latter, 
with a seat in the Cabinet On January 26th notice was given that 
the new Chief Secretary would promptly introduce a fresh Coercion 
Bill for Ireland, and on the same night the Salisbury Government 
found itself in a minority of seventy-mne. The immediate occasion 
was an amendment to the Address regretting that no announcement 
had been made as to the provision of allotments and small holdings; * 
but though the talk was of Enghsh labourers, the mind of the House 
was intent upon Ireland. 

Lord Salisbury treated the vote as decisive, and(Mr. Gladstone, Mr Glad* 
for the tlurd time, became Prime Minister' But he was no longer 
the leader of a united Liberal Party, 'Lord Hartington, LordMmistty 
Selborne, Lord Northbrook, Mr. Goschen, and Mr. Bright were 
notable absentees from the new Cabinet; Sir Henry James refused 
tlie Woolsack, and Mr Chamberlain and Sir George Trevelyan 
accepted office under protest and lesigned ® before the Home Rule 
BiU was introduced. In the task to which he now devoted himself 

’ CJ Disclaimer of Sir M H. Beach in House of Commons, O’Brien’s Parnell, 
p 359. 

‘ Libeiiils 835 , Conservatives 24!), Parnellites 80^ 

“ CJ Morley, lu 234 seq , and Holland, Devonshire, ii, 88 seq 

‘ This was Mr. Jesse Collmgs’s famous “ Three Acres and a Cow ’ amendment. 

• March 271h 
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Glaclfilnnc found In', rifilit-lmiul man in Mr. John Morlcy, a brilliant 
man of letters of advanred Iladiral views, who hud lately entered 
the Itonso of Commons; and who now entered the Cabinet as Chief 
Secretary to the Lord Lieutenant. Other staunch adherents of the 
new policy were Ixird Spencer, whose support was invaluable, and 
Mr. Childers (Home Secretary), whose eonverEion had preceded that 
of his Chief. 

The first Mr. Gladstone inltoduced the first Home Rule, Bill on April Blh, 
liX^Dill I'‘’f?'‘'l<dive Body ^ in Dublin to deal with 

1880 'Irish alfiiivs iii stiict suhordinalion to tlie Imperial Parhanient. In 
the Legislature there were to be two “ Orders ’’: one consisting of 
the tw'cnly-ciglit llcpreseiitiitive Peers of Ireland and seventy-flve 
members elected by st-lcet eonstitueiieies; the other consisting of 
206 members elected by the existing constituencies. The two 
" Orders ” were to sit together, though either might demand a 
separate vote and thus exeieise a .suspensive veto upon the other,* 
The Irish Legislature was forbidden to make Iaw.s relating to Ithe 
Crown, the Army, Navy, or defences, treaties, peace or war, trade 
and navigation, coinage, customs, excise, and many other matters; 
nor was it to establish or endow any particular Church. Irish 
members were no longer to .sit in the Imperial Parliament As to 
tlie Executive, the Lord Lieutenant was to be converted into a 
Constitutional ruler, assisted by a Privy Council, hut aetmg, ordin¬ 
arily, on the advice of Ministers responsible lo llic loenl Lcgislatuic. 
This Executive was ultimately to control the Police, and to appoint 
the Judges. 

Into the complicated financial propo.sals it i.s unncecssary to 
enter, except to recall the fact that alongside the Home Rule Bill 
was a Land Bill, giving to the Irish landlords the ojilion of selling 
their estates normally at twWty years’ purchase of the nett rental. 
That the terms of this latter Bill alTcetcd prejudicially the fortunes 
of the former is hardly open to doubt; apart from this, however, 
Mr,.Gladstone was leading a forlorn hope. 

The iAgainsl him was arrayed not only- the regular OppositlonYn 

Opposi- unbroken unity, but tlie flower of the Liberal Paity in Parliament, 
and outside it, almost the whole aristocracy of intellect, of hei'editary 
rank, and of commerce. In the House of Commons Lord Ilartmgton 
led the opposition to the Bill, and powerfully supported by Mr. 
Chamberlain, defeated it on Second Reading by a majority of thirty. 
In tliat majority were no fewer than mnety-thiee Libeials. 

General Mr. Gladstone immediately decided upon an appeal to the oon- 
of 188(1" s*^’tuencies, and their verdict was conclusive.') The Gladstonian 
Liberals returned less tlian 200 strong; Parriell had eighty-five 

1 For some occult leason GladsUiue always avoided tUe use ol’ tUe term 
“ Pnrliiuncnt ” 

* Ultimately the first Ordpi would becomo elective. 
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followers; the Unionists numbered close on 4001 Mr. Gladstone 
resigned office before the meeting of the new Parliament The old 
Liberal Party was irretrievably shattered, and for twenty years— 
with one brief and unimportant interlude—the Unionists retained 
both office and power. 

With charo cteristid modesty Lord Salisbury desired that the first Lord 
place in the new Ministry should be taken by Lord Hartington. Saiis- 
But the Liberal Unionists, while promising unofficial support, wercg”^^®^ 
not yet prepared for fusion with the Conservatives, and the new Ministry, 
Cabinet was drawn entirely from the latter party. Tardy 
transient amends were made to Lord Iddesleigh who became Foreign 
Secretary ; Lord Randolph Churchill led the House of Commons as 
Chancellor of the Exchequ^’, and Sw Michael Hicks Beach loyally 
accepted the Chief Secretaryship to the Lord Lieutenant. 

The task before him was po easy one. Twice within the last Unionist 
twelve months had the enfranchised Celts of Ireland declared, with Policy 
virtual unanimity, in favour Ipf Home Rule. Their cause had now 
been espoused with enthusiasm by the most conspicuous statesman 
of the day. For a moment it had seemed not impossible that his 
genius and vigour might prevail. ■ Opce again, as in the days of Lord 
Fitzwilliam, their hopes had beer^ raised only to be dashed to the 
ground, How were the Uniomsts''going to tackle the situation ? 

^ Lord Salisbury had recently declared that what Ireland needed 
was twenty years of consistently strong and resolute government^ 

The restoration of social order was, therefore, the first plank m the 
Unionist platform. Sir Redvers Buller, a distinguished soldier, was 
sent into the West of Ireland to suppress outrages and crimes, 
whereupon Mr Parnell produced, m his Tenants' Belief Bill, an 
alternative prescription. In Ireland, as in England, there was 
genuine distress among agriculturists, but whereas in England the. 
landlords behaved with extraordinary consideration towards their 
tenants, in Ireland there were some landlords who were disposed to 
press their legal rights to the uttermost Parnell, therefore, pro¬ 
posed that rents fixed before 1885, should be reduced by the Land 
Court, that leaseholders should be brought under the Act of iSSl, 
and that no tenant should be evicted who paid up his arrears and 
half his rent. The Bill was rejected by a majority of nearly 100 

Prompt came the response from Ireland in the “ Plan of Cam- The 
paign ”. This new strategical device was invented by Mr. Dillon 
and Mr. Wilham O’Brien, and was frowned upon by their leader. 

The device was simplicity itself The tenants of any given estate 
were to agree on a “ fair ” rent; should then offer be declined, the 
money was fo he paid into a war chest and spent on organized re¬ 
sistance to evictions. The “ plan ’’ was inaugurated m the autumn 
of 1886, and throughout 1887 the campaign was vigorously sustained. 

* Tones 816 , Libeial Unionists 76 , Gla(lstonianB\192 , Parnelhtes 80. 
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It was a direct challenge to the elementary principles of law, and no 
Government worthy of the name could have refused to take it 
up. Consequently, the ilnst business of the new Session (1887) was 
a Bill to amend the Criminal Law in Ireland, B(‘fore this Bill was 
introduced the personnel of the Ministry had already undergone 
considerable modification. 

On the eve of Christmns (lfi«G) the world waa startled by the 
announcement that Lord Salisbury’s prineipal lieutenant had re¬ 
signed. Lord Randolph ChurchiU’s nimislcrial career had scarcely 
begun. By a few montlis’ tenure of the Iiidui Ollice lie had estab¬ 
lished a reputation as a first-rate ndmimsLralor ; a few weeks’ 
leadership of the House of Commons had convinced friends and foes 
alike that he would lake rank among the great Parliamentarians of 
the Victorian era; he had earned the waim appiobation of the 
Sovereign, and in the Party his supremacy was unquestioned. Well 
might he regard himself as not only omnipotent but indispensable, 
Some of Ills opinions may have sat lightly upon him; in regard to 
national economy he had genuine convictions. He believed, with 
Mr. Gladstone, that so far from being incompatible with efficiency, 
economy is the complement and test of it ^ He was determined, 
moreover, to enforce his views upon his colleagues. Neither Mr. 
W. H. Smith at the War Ollice, nor Lord George Hamilton at the 
Admiralty, would abate materially Iheir demands; the Prime 
Minister supported them and Lorcl Randolph resigned. That he 
expected to be recalled on his own terms can hardly be doubted; 
but he had made one grave miscalculation, He afterwards con¬ 
fessed to having “ forgotten Gosclicu ”. Lord Sahsbmy’s first im¬ 
pulse was to renew to Lord Ilai'tiiiglon the gencious offer declined 
in July. The latter adhered to his decision, but wn.s willing that 
Mr. Goschen, who had held no office since 1874,® should enter the 
Conservative Government. Mr. Goschen, therefore, succeeded Lord 
Randolph at the Exchequer and proved a tower of strength to the 
Party with which he was henceforth associated. Mr W II. Smith 
resigned the Wai Office to Mi. Edward Stanhope, and himself became 
first Lord of the Treasury and Leader m the House of Commons, 
These changes involved others Lord Iddcslcigh, with charactciistic 
unselfishness, had placed his seat in the Cabinet at the Premier’s 
disposal in order to facilitate negotiations with the Liberal Unionists. 
It was, however, from the new'spapers that he first learnt that his 
offer had been accepted and that Lord Salisbury had himself taken 
over the Foreign Office (Jan. 4ih, 1887).“ He declined the Presidency 
of the Council, and on January 12th the eouutry was shocked to 
learn that he had died suddenly m the ante-room of the Premier’s 

^Cf eg SpeccU at Blackpool, January 2 Uh, ISS.l ~ .S'pirtfov, p 87 

® On account of liia opposition to an extension of tlie liiiudiisi- 

* Lang. Idilesleigh, p, 304 
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official residence at 10 Downing Street. Thus closed, amid circum¬ 
stances almost tragic, a life of high utihty and complete blameless- 
ness. Three months later Sir M. Hicks Beach was compelled, by 
temporary ill-heaH;h, to resign the Irish Office m which he was 
succeeded by Mr. A. J. Balfour 

It was Mr Balfour who defined and carried through the Unionist Mr Bal- 
policy in Ireland. A man of high courage, perfect temper, 
winning personality he was admirably quahfied for his difficult task.i^and 
Neither lawlessness in Ireland nor abuse at Westminster disturbed 
his serenity or deflected his course of action. Having armed himself 
with a new and effective weapon he pursued the pohey marked out 
for him without haste, without acerbity, and with unfaltermg con¬ 
sistency. The new weapon was the Cnminal Law Amendment Act 
(Ireland) of 18S7. This Apt differed from previous Coercion Acts 
in that its provisions were permanent. The Lord Lieutenant was 
authorized to declare an association to be “ unlawful,” and to 
proclaim a district as “ disthpbcd ”. The powers of the Resident 
Magistrates—“Balfour’s remoVables ” as they were nicknamed— 
were greatly enlarged; in particular they were empowered to try 
summarily cases of conspiracy.\ The passing of this Crimes Act 
was much facilitated, on the one I(and by the new rules of procedure 
adroitly carried through the Hous? by Mr, Smith, on the other by 
the publication m The Times of a series of articles on Parnelhsm and 
Crime The object of the articles -ivas to establish the complicity 
of the Nationalist leaders in recent agrarian crime. On April 18th, 

1887 — the date appointed for the Second Reading of the Crimes 
Bill— The Times printed what purported to be a letter from Mi' 
Parnell to an anonymous coriespondent apologizing for having 
had to denounce the murder of Mr Burke m Phoenix Park. This 
famous letter was subsequently proved to fep a forgery; but, at the 
moment, Parnell’s denial of its authenticitAwas not believed, and 
the publication served its immediate purpose.^ 

Coercion, however, was not to stand alone.'"' A Land Act of 1887 
gave power to the Court to revise the rents judicially fixed and 
admitted leaseholders to the benefits of the Act if 1881 

Lawlessness probably reached its acme m 18^7. Balfour and 
his Crimes Act were defied by the Nationalist leaders ; but m July 
eighteen counties were proclaimed under the Act, 'jn August the 
National League was proclaimed as an unlawful association, in 
September an affray at Michelstown resulted in the loss of several 
lives, and before the close of the year Mr. William O’Brien, and 
several other members of Parhament, and Mr. T, D. SuUi^^n, Lord 
Mayor of Dublin, were con'victed under the Crimes Act Opd im¬ 
prisoned. It was a struggle d outrance between the forces oS.order 
and disorder, but the law, thanks to the steady persistence of Mr, 
Balfour, slowly but surely won. 
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“PbiucU- Meanwhile, much discussion was taking place m the House o( 
p”]'**"?, Commons as to what action, if any, should be taken to sift the 
allegations of The Times against Parnell and his colleagues Mr. 
Parnell asked for a Select Committee winch the Government refused 
to grant. In its stead they eventually appointed a Special Com¬ 
mission to investigate the charges. Three distingmshed .Judges, 
Sir James Ilannen, Sir .Tohn Day, and Sir A. L. ,Smith, consented 
to serve, and on September 17th the Commission was opened It 
was m effect, if not in form, a .Slate trial of high signilicaiice. The 
Attorney-General was the jiriiicipnl coiin.sel for The Times, Sir 
Charles Russell, nttcrw.irds Lord Russell of Killowcn ami lord 
Chief Justice of England, for the ch'fciidnnts. The Commission sat 
for 128 days,^ and examined mOre than 4f>Q witnesses. Only at one 
moment during this protrneled period svas the dramatic interest 
really tense. That was when, tiiwaids the end of February, an old 
and broken man was put into the witncss-hox, and subjected to a 
scathing eross-cxammation by ,Sir Charles Russell. The man was 
Richard Pigott, a nccfty journalist, and now revealed to the world 
as the forger of the famous leller. After enduring torture in the 
witncss-hox for two days the miserable man lied the country, leaving 
a full confession behind him. Before the police could execute a 
warrant for his arrest he shot hiinseU m Madrid (March 1st) The 
Tims offered an apology and withdrew.tho forged doeuments. With 
this withdrawal much of the popular interest in the case evaporated, 
but by no means all its signiricanec. 

Report of On February Iflth, 1800, the Commissioners jirosciitcd their 
mias?o^' They found, of course, that the facsimile letter was a 

forgery, and they acijuilted Mr. Parnell and his colleagues of the 
charge of insincerity m tlicir dcnouneiation of the Plimiiix Park 
murders. They found that the rc.spondcnta collectively were not 
members of a conspiracy having for its object the absolute inde¬ 
pendence of Ireland, “ but that some of them had c.sLabli.shed the 
Land League ” with the nitenlion by its meaiiS' to bring about the 
absolute independence of Ireland, and that they had conspired, by 
means of an agrarian agitation, to “ impoverish and expel from the 
conntry ” the Irish landlords who were styled the “ English Garri¬ 
son ”; that they had incited to the intimidation that produced crime, 
and had promoted the defence of agrarian crime. What was to be 
done with the Report ? 

The Government moved that the House th.mk Ihe Commissioners 
for their just and impartial conduct, adopt the Report and enter it 
upon the .Journals. Mr. Gladstone, on the contrary, tried to persuade 
the House to record “ its reprobation of the false charges of the 
giavest and most odious description, based on calumny and on 
forgery, that had been brought against members of the House”. 

LnUl November, ISHS. 
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It was clear that the terms of Gladstone’s amendment went, m 
exculpation, far beyond the findings of the Commission; it was 
rejected by a substantial majority, and the Government had its 
way. 

No impartial person could interpret the findings of the Commis¬ 
sion as a general acquittal for the Pamellites. Nevertheless, it was 
inevitable that the revelation of the carelessness and blunders of 
The Times and the exposure of Pigott’s forgery should have caused 
some revulsion of popular feeling. Mi Gladstone and his party were 
immensely elated by the issue, and the Unionists correspondingly 
chagrined. But the elation was short-lived. Mr. Parnell had en¬ 
tered an action for libel against The Times in 1888; in February, 

1890, the case was compromised by the payment of £5000 damages. 

Before the compromise was reached Parnell was already involved 
in litigation of another kind' On November 17th, 1890, Captain 
O’Shea obtained a decree nisi against his wife, with Parnell as co¬ 
respondent. 

Parnell affected to believe that the divorce suit was a matter 
of merely personal interest The organs of Nonconformity sounded 
another note, and Mr. Gladstone qmckly re-echoed it. On November 
24th he expressed the view that Parnell’s “ continuance in the 
leadership would be productive of consequences disastrous, in the 
highest degree, to the cause of Ireland,” but on the 25th the Irish 
Party, ignorant of Mr Gladstone’s letter, re-elected Parnell as 
Sessional Chairman of the Party. 

Mr Gladstone immediately published his letter, and the thunder- The Par- 
cloud burst. For some weeks the utmost confusion prevailed m the"^® 
Home Rule camp. Mr. Dillon and Mr. O’Brien, then m the United ^ 
States, called upon Parnell to resign; Mr. Healy vehemently urged 
the same conclusion upon Ins colleagues in Committee Room No. 16, * 
the Roman Catholic Bishops issued a pronouncement of similar 
purport. But Parnell held grimly on. He would neither abdicate, 
nor submit to deposition. At length (Dec 0th) a majority of his 
colleagues, forty-four in number, withdi'ew their allegiance and 
elected Mi Justin McCarthy as their leader, Twenty-six remained 
faitliful to the old Chief For nine months Parnell made frantic 
efforts to maintain his position in Ireland. His pluck was superb, 
but all the cards were against him, and on October 6th, 1891, the 
painful struggle was terminated by his premature death ^ Thus was 
removed from the political stage one of the great personalities of the 
century. “ On the list of Irish patriots ” Mr. Gladstone placed him 
“ with or next to Daniel O’Connell,” deeming him to be “ of more 
masculine and stronger character than Grattan ” That he loved 
Ireland is certain , whether his love for Ireland was as intense as his 
hatred of England is doubtful, 

‘ Where the Iiish Party met at this time. 


‘JEtai 43. 
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Iiitemip- Parnell’s death overshadowed another event of some parliamButary 

tion of significance. On the very same day that Piirnoll died, under cir- 
Unionist cumstanccs almost tragic, at Brighton, there passed away, full of 
irtgime years and honour, Mr. W. II. Smith, the Leader of the House of 
Commons. Succeeding to the leadership at a critioal, moment M*, 
Smith had done yeoman service to his fi.irty. Dii.armingly simplej 
transpaicntly honest, invariably rourtcous, he iclained the respect 
of his apfiouents and won the ah'cclion ul' Ins friends. By universal 
acclaim the brilliant Chief Secretary was called to fill the vacant 
place. Mr. Balfour had accomplished the task to -winch he had set 
his hand m Boland. lie had shown himself sympathetic towards 
undeserved sutfering, quick to devise liealing remedies, but, above 
nil, inflcKibly firm in the vindication of law. lie hod greatly ex¬ 
tended the operation of the Aslihmirnc Act, and liad set up a Com¬ 
mission for dealing with congested di.st,ricts. lie proposed, m 1802, 
io crown liis work by a large mea.sure of Local Government, but the 
.scheme was coldly received, and carlym June it was abandoned. A 
few weeks later Parliament was dissolved. 


Mr Giad- The General Election which ensued grievously disappointed the 
Fourth •^Jhdstoiic. Instead of the majority of at least 100 on 

Muaatry which he had conridcntly counted, the country gave him one of 
forty, and that highly precarious in composition. England was still 
staunolily Unionist, but was overborne by tlic “ Celtic fringe". In 
the new Parliament the Unionists numbered 010,1 the Gladslonian 


Liberals 209, and the Irish Home llulers 81 '■“ In view of the com¬ 


posite majority opposed to him Lord Salisbury decided to meet 
Parliament, but, on an amendment to the Address, he was beaten 


by a majority of forty, and in August he gave way to Mr. Gladstone. 
The Cabinet of 1892 differed little iii peisonucl from that of J880, 
but was reinforced by Mr. II. IL Asquith, a young Oxonian who 
had quickly established a reputation at the Bar and in Paihament 
and now became Home Secretary; by Mr Bryce, a great jurist, by 
Mr. H. H. Fowler, a shrewd lawyer, who did adnuiable woik at the 
Local Government Board, and others. The new Ministry at once 
(Sept, 1892) suspended by proclamation the operation of the Crimes 
Act m Ireland, and thus cleared the decks for the great measure of 
1898 ' 


The The second edition of Home Rule was disclosed to the House by 

cation of Pi’mae Mmisler on February 18th, 1898. In several important 
Home particulars it differed from the first. The single-chamber device 
lass' '* Orders" y/as th’opped, and the bicameral system was 

frankly adopted. Tho Legislative Couned of forty-cigkt menjbers 
was to be elected for eight years by persons who owned or occupied 
land of the rateable value of £20 piir annum. The Legislative 
Assembly was to consist of 108 members, elected by the existing 
' Of whom 200 were ConservativcB > fl Parnellites , 72 aiiti-l'nmclIitcB, 
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constituencies, \except Trinity College Should the two Chambers 
disagree, the question was to be decided, but only after the lapse of 
two years, in ]omt session by a majority. In the original draft Irish 
members, to the number of eighty, were to be retained at West¬ 
minster, but not to vote on questions affecting Great Britain ex¬ 
clusively. This “ m and out ” clause was subsequently dropped, 
and the Irish members were retained for all purposes. 

The Bill, after prolonged discussion, was pushed tlirough the 
House of Commons by the amazing energy of Mr. Gladstone, but in 
the Lords it was thrown out by 419 to 41 (Sept. 8th). An immediate 
appeal to the country might have given Mr. Gladstone the mandate 
he wanted to deal with the House of Lords; or it might not Denied ’ 
the opporhinity of bringing the matter to an issue, Mr. Gladstone 
decided that his part in the great drama was played Weighed 
down by increasing inflrmity of sight and hearing, and sincerely 
desiring a quiet interval between the tuimoil of pohtics and the 
grave, he resigned office m March, 1894. The interval he had craved 
lasted foui years. He emerged from his retirement to plead the 
cause of the Armenian Christians m 1896, but on May 19th, 1898, 
after some months of suffering, he passed away 

Noble tributes were paid to his memory in both Houses of Par-Death of 
liament, his body lay m state in Westminster Hall, and was afterwards 
buried in the Abbey. One of the ablest of his lieutenants has since 
painted his portrait in colours which will never fade. For a final 
appreciation of a statesman who played so large a part m contem¬ 
porary affau's, who excited m unusual measure alike admiration and 
detestation, the time has not, perhaps, arrived. But tins much may 
be said. Though lacking the simplicity and directness characteristic 
of Bright, he was a consummate orator. Endowed by nature with 
a commanding presence and a sonorous voice, he acquired by art 
an extraordinary command of language and uncommon felicity of 
illustration. As a debater he was not equal to Disraeli, lacking his 
imperturbable temper and his sense of humour; and although he 
could rouse intense enthusiasm among his followers, he cannot be 
said, like Peel, to have “ played on the House like an old fiddle ” 

Great as an orator he was still greater as a man; marvellous m the 
versatility of his interests,' and touching hfe qn many sides, a 
genuine scholar of the old Oxford School, and a devoted son of the 
Anglican Church. As a - statesman his greatest strength lay in 
finance. 'He had b'een admirably trained m the school of Peel, and 
he was, throughout his career, a jealous guardian of the public purse. 
Perhaps he spent too much of his ministerial life at the Treasury; 
undoubtedly he spent too much of his public life m the House of 
Commons Consequently his statesmanship was of the strictly 
parliamentary type, his gaze was tod closely concentrated upon 
tactics, sometimes, as m 1884-1885, lyith disastrous results To say 
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that his onllook ^^■ns insnlar 'would be untrue ; no man had a more 
vivid sympathy with opiircssed nnlionalitics, or a more touching 
faith m the universal ollumcy of parliamentary institutions. But 
although he was frequently aroused to vehement speeeh by tales of 
oppre.ssion and ocensionally to prompt action, as, for example, by 
tlui bad faith of llussia in regard to the Penjdeh incident, yet bis 
interest in external affairs was intermittent, and lus temper, in such 
matters only, was apt lo be procrastinating. Nevertheless, no one 
could look upon him witliout a .sense that here was n man cast in an 
heroic moulcl, and that whether lie wa.s right on a given question or 
wrong, m nothing was he less Ilian great. 

Lord After Mr Ghid.slonc’s resignalmn the Queen selected Bord 

Hose- Rosebery as his sueec.ssor, and for lifteen months he carried on the 
aCiuhtry government.^ Sir William Ilarcourt .succeeded to the leaderslup of 
the House of Commons, and the interest of the Session of 1894 
ccnti'ed on his Budget. The Queen’s Speech ot 1895 contained a 
portentous list of measures, mcludmg W’elsh Disestablishment, 
Licensing Beforni, and the abolition of Plurid Voting, but no part of 
this ambitious programme was brought to legislative fimtion, on 
June 21st the Government was beaten on a War OHiee vote and 
promptly resigned. 

The The Queen again sent for Ijord Salislmry, who for the third time 

Unionist became Prime Minister. No longer, however, was lie at the head of 
1895-11)08 O' purely Conservative Adimnislralion. Things had moved fast since 
1880 when Lord Ilartiiigton had twice declined the generous offer of 
Lord Salis'bury. lie and Mr Chamberlmn now agreed that tlie 
time had come for an even clo.scr allmncc biclwecn the two wings of 
the Unionist Party. Early in 1887 an attempt had been made, by 
a round-table coiifercnco, to JincI a ba.sis of conipromise on Irish 
Government between Mr Chamberlain and the Liberal Home Rulers. 
But the attempt proved aboitivc and was not renewed. On the 
other hand the working alliance between the Conservatives and the 
Liberal Unionists had now been maintained for nciuly ten years. 
To Mr. Gladstone’s second attempt to carry Home Rule in 1808 the 
latter had offered uncompiomismg opposition. On succeeding to 
the Premiership Lord Rosebery had made the significant admission 
that bcfoie Home Rule was conceded “ I'higland as the predominant 
member of the partnership ®f the tlnce kingdoms will have to be 
convinced of its justice ”. Ilut the schism m the old Liberal Party 
was now too deep for healing, and unles.s the Liberal Unionist leaders 
were to lenomice for ever the hope ot official service, there remained 
to them no alternative but coalition with the Conservatives. One 
of those leaders conceived himself to be charged with a political 

^ There was virtually no change m the personnel of the Cabinet. The new 
Premier resigned the Ii'oreign Oillco to Itord Kimberley, wbo was succeeded at the 
India Office by BIi II, H. li’owler. 
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mission, fur transcending the claims of parly He was quick, also 
to discern the signs of the times. The centre of political mterek was 
shifting rapidly from the centre to the circumference. The strong 
administration of Mr Balfour, the repeated failure of Mr. Gladstone, 
the agrarian revolution now m quiet process of accomplishment—all 
these things seemed to promise an abatement in the acuteness of 
the Irish controversy The majority given to Mr. Gladstone in 1892 
was not only small but precarious; the predominant partner re¬ 
mained wholly unconvinced; the mind of the nation was turning 
in another direction. On the formation of the new Ministry some 
surprise was felt when Mr Chamberlain selected the Colonial Office. 

It was, in fact, an unmistakable indication that he was conscious of 
the trend of opinion. Lord Hartington, who had now succeeded to 
the Dukedom of Devonshire, became President of the Council; 

Lord Lansdowne, another Liberal Dmonist, accepted the War Office; 

Mr. Goschen the Admiralty, and Sir Henry James took a Peerage 
and the Chancellorship of the Duchy Such appointments not only 
biought an immense accession of strength to Lord Salisbury’s 
Mmistry, but marked a notable stage m the evolution of a new poli¬ 
tical party.^ 

Of this evolution the country evidently approved. The new General 
Ministry wound up the business of the Session with all possible 
speed, saved a few useful measures from the Liberal wreck, and in°* ‘ 
July made their appeal to the constituencies. The electorate was 
asked to confirm the verdict pronounced by the House of Lords 
upon the second edition of Home Rule The reply was unequivocal. 

In the new Parliament Unionists numbered 411, Liberals 177, and 
Nationalists (of both sections) 82. The country had made up its 
min d on Home Rule, and wanted to hear no more of it. For a 
decade its wishes were respected In 1898-1899 the Government 
carried two measures of first-rate importance. The Local Govern¬ 
ment Act of 1898 applied to Ireland the elective principle which was 
already revolutionizing local administration on this side of the 
Channel. That this Act opened out a “ great vista of useful and 
patriotic work ” “ to irishmen of all parties cannot be questioned. 

The second measure was of even greater significance In form it 
only established “ a’Department of Agriculture and other Industries 
and Technical Instruction in Ireland ” In effect, it initiated a 
social and economic revolution. Worked m close connection with 
the Local Government Act of 1898, and interpreted and administered 
with rare wisdom and devotion by Sir Horace Plunkett, it has verily 
laid the foundations of a “ new Ireland,” and has taught some 

1 Lord Salisbury liunself took the Foreign Office, and other important appoint 
ments were Mr Balfour (First Lord of the Treasury and Leader of the Common^? 

Lord George Hamilton (India), Sir M. Hicks Beach (Exchequer), Sir M . 

Ridley (Home Office), and Lord Hnlsbury (Lord ChancellOT) 

‘ The words are Sir H Plunkett’s, Ireland in the new Cenlury, p 88. 
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lessons which Great Britain has yet to learn.i With the enactment 
of legislation so full of happy augury for the future the historian of 
the nineteenth century may be well content to dose an important 
section of his work. 

Domestic In contemporary interest South Africa was rapidly eclipsing 
aftatra— Ireland. But before we pass to Colonial and Imperial topics, a word 
isso-icoi domestic affairs. It is a grave, though common, 

misconception to suppose that the last years of the Victorian era 
constituted in this respect a period of stagnation. It i.s true that the 
fervour of Mr. Gladstone compelled tlie Lilieral Party to concentrate 
their energies on a single is,sue. But except for an unimportant 
interlude administrative and legislative responsibility was not theirs, 
and the Tones, leinforced by the leader of the new Rodicalism, 
betrayed no pedantic adherence to old-fashioned formulas. The 
laisser-faire doctrines of the Manche.ster Seliool were light-heartedly 
jettisoned; more and more reliance was placed upon the efficacy of 
the elective principle, heavier and heavier functions were imposed 
upon the State, and municipalities invaded the sphere of commercial 
enterprise. This was one manifestation of the new spirit, hut there 
were many others. Among them not the least significant was a 
rising of self-consciousness, or class-consciousness, in the ranks of 
the manual labourers. The lust period of the nmeieeiith century 
was punctuated by a sciios of strikes and labour disputes. By no 
means all of them were due to ilisicgiirded demands for higher wages. 
The distribution of the product of industry was only one factor in 
the economic problem, .searchings of heart went deeper than that. 
“ Fundamentals ” as to the conduct of l)U.sines.s and the organization 
of industiy were called m question. The manual worker liad not 
only learnt Ins letters hut had attained to the full stature of citizen¬ 
ship. That this should react upon his industrial status was inevit¬ 
able. He refused to be regarded as a mere “ hand," a mechanical 
cog in the great wheel of industry; lie demanded recognition as a 
man, a workman, and a citizen 

Ilcorgaiii- We have treated the evolution of representative democracy as 
yiLiioii of one of the outstanding features of the nineteenth century. But the 
Govern- 1832, 1867, and 1884-1885 affected only Central Government, 

ment By the Act of 1835 the same democratic principle was applied to 
municipalities The last years of the century witnessed the com¬ 
pletion of the work by the demociatization of Rural Government 
Both the great Parties contributed to this development. The Act 
of 1888 provided for the creation of sixly-two “ administrative 
counties," some of them co-tcrminovis wiLli the historic shires, some 
irepresentmg subdivisions of the same, and some sixty " county 
Boroughs ”—towns with over 60,000 inhabitants In each county 
or county borough the Act set up a Council consisting m part of 
^ CJ. e.g. P. E. Giecn, The Awulccmng oj England. 



Ifimr NATIONAL EXPENDITURE m 

Councillors elected for a term of three years du-ectly by the rate¬ 
payers, in part of Aldermen co-opted by the Councillors. To these 
Councils were transferred the administrative functions of Quarter 
Sessions, while the latter retained their judicial functions The 
control of the Police was confided to a joint Committee of the County 
Council and Quarter Sessions. A similar Act was passed for Scotland 
,in 1889, and in 1894 the elective principle was extended to parishes, 
and to intermediate areas known as urban or rural districts. These 
Acts did much to evolve administrative order out of the chaos which 
had been created by generations of piece-meal legislation ; authorities 
were concentrated; areas were readjusted and simplified. More 
than this • the Acts provided a cadre and machinery for a number of 
social and economic reforms of far-reachmg significance.^ 

The new Councils have proved themselves undeniably efficient, Finance 
but not economical. Local taxation and local indebtedness have 
increased with appalling rapidity: in 1875 the habihties of local 
authorities in England and Wales stood, in round figures, at 
£92,000,000 ; m 1905 at £482,934,000. Not less appalling to old- 
fashioned economists was the growth of Imperial taxation. Sir 
Robert Peel’s last Budget (1846) provided foi an expenditure of 
£56,000,000 ; Sir Michael Hicks Beach m 1898 had to find £102,000,000; 
to-day the expenditure approaches £200,000,000 * These facts give 
additional significance to financial policy, but during the period 
now under review two Budgets only call for special notice. The 
first was Mr. Goschen’s of 1888 ; the second was Sir William 
Harcourt’s in 1894 In 1888 Mr. Goschen earned through a scheme 
for the “ conversion ” of the greater part of the funded debt of the 
country. The fact that “ Consols ” bearing mterest at 8 per cent, 
stood considerably above par enabled Mr. Goschen to effect an 
immediate reduction of interest to 2f pei’ cent., and a further reduc¬ 
tion, after 1908, to 2| per cent. Mi-. Goschen’s “ city ” experience 
and connections stood him in good stead; the hook was craftily 
baited and greedily swallowed. Nor did the policy of transaction 
lack justification at the time, or for some years to come. In 1897 
“Goschens” touched lisf. The South African War and the 
marked rise in the rate of interest which followed thereon put a 
different complexion on the matter. Sir WiUiam Harcourt’s Budget 
of 1894 was notable for a marked mcrease in direct taxation m the 
form of “ death ” duties. The convenience of this method of raising 
revenue is unquestioned; whether revenue so raised ought, in 
strictness, to be applied to any purpose save the extinction of capital 
liabilities is a much more doubtful point. The immediate justification 
was the fact that by both Parties social reforms were being pushed 
forward in hot haste and that reforms have to be paid for. 

1 For further detail, c/ Marriott, Engluh Pohhcm Institutions, p. 200 seq. 

’ The eaUmate for 1018-1014 is £100,825,000. 
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Tlu’oup;lifHit the greater part ol this period ftocial conditions 
, caused gi'a\ e disiiiuetude. The agricultural depression which began 
in 1879 hceanie steadily noise ; trade was shifty ; eiiiployment was 
precarious; industrial disputes incessant. The Capital was seriously 
alarmed by labour riots in 1887; in 1889, 70,000 dock labourers 
were on strike in London, the result being a notable improvement m 
working conditions; a prolonged strike among gas workers (1889- 
1800) led to tlie adoption in many gms-works of a .system of profit- 
sharing; railway porteas, brick-makers, hoot and .shoe makers, 
colliers and iron workers followed suit in ISOO Things were no 
better m 1801, and the Govcnmieul, therefore, appointed a stiong 
Connnissioii to “ inquire into que.stions alfeetiug llie relations between 
employcis and employed and the eoiiditions of labour ” Tins step, 
wise in itself, had no iiuinedialc efi’eet upon the situation. The 
cotton trade of Lancashire was paralysed by a dispute which lasted 
from November, 1892, to Ulureh, 1808, Ilaidly was tins war ended 
by the Brooklands agreement when the great coal strike of 1893 
broke out and lasted lor more tluiii three mouths. In 1895 there was 
a long-diawn dispute in the shipbuilding yauls of Glasgow and Belfast. 

The year which witnessed the great coal strike was noteworthy 
for the foundation, under the presidency of an advanced socialist, 
of the Independent Labour Tarty. A year eai her (1892) the Govern¬ 
ment created at the Board of Trade a special Labour department 
wliioli has done useful work m llic collection and dissemination of 
statistical inforinatioii. A Board of Agriculture had been ereated in 
1889. Meanwhile, the Lcgislaliii e was not idle in regard to economic 
and social problems. The cslablihliment of a gratuitous system 
of elementary education (1891)--niioUiei result of Mr. Goschen’s 
skilful finance—has been already noted. An Act for the prevention 
of enielty to children and prohibiting their (Tiijiloymeiit under the 
age of ten was passed m 1889 ; local authontie.s weie ciieouraged to 
insist on the notification of infectious diseases (1889) and to prohibit 
the sale of milk from dairies thus notified (1899). In 1800 they 
were empowered, under a drastic Housing Act, to purchase insanitary 
areas, demolish unlit dwellings, and erect new ones. In 1892 the 
rural districts got their turn. Under the Hviall Huldmgs Act County 
Councils were empowered to purchase land, and le-scll in quantities 
of not less than one and not more than fifty acres to actual cultivators, 
to whom tin ee-fourths of the purchase money might be advanced. 
Holdings of not more than ten acres might be let to labourers. The 
money for the transaction was to he burrowed from the Tublic 
Works Loan Commissioners. Useful extensions of the acknowledged 
principles of the Factory Acts were achieved m 1891 and 1896, and 
in 1892 a Shop Hours Act was passed. It prohibited the employ¬ 
ment of persons under eighteen yeais of age lor more than seventy- 
four hours per week, including meal times, in shops. Of much 



IBOl] SOCIAL REFORM 489 

wider scope and significance was the Workmen's Compensalion Act 
passed in 1897* This Act contained a new principle fearlessly 
applied Henceforward, employers were to he liable to pay com¬ 
pensation for death or injury, even though their workmen had been 
guilty of “ contributory neghgcnce ” and they themselves had not. 

The operation of the Act was in the first instance confined to 
mines, factories, railways, quames, docks, and engineering sheds, 
but nevertheless it registered an important stage on the road towards 
compulsory insurance. The expenses of the Act were charged 
wholly upon the employers. 

These Acts, and others of like import, are sufficiently indicative 
of the new spirit which was begiiming to permeate the nation and 
the Legislature. It was stimulated partly by an awakening of the 
social conscience, and partly by outside pressure exerted by 
organized bodies of manual workers. Among these the most 
powerful were the Ti'ade Unions, whose aims were now undergoing 
considerable modification. That they should rely in increasing 
degree upon pohtical action was a natural result of the democra¬ 
tization of the parliamentary machine; that their demands should 
assume more and more socialistic hue was, perhaps, equally inevit¬ 
able. In both respects the “New Unionism” owed much to the 
powerful leadership of a new pei'sonolity in English politics. This 
was Mr John Burns, a young engineer, who first obtained notoriety 
m connection with the riots m Trafalgar Square, who then made his 
mark on the London County Council, and before long impressed 
himself upon the attention of the House of Commons. Great, 
however, as was the awakening of the social conscience, it is not in 
this diiaction tha/t the historian must look for the characteristic 
movement of the closing years of the Victorian era 

On June 21st, 1887, the ageing Sovereign celebrated the fiftieth Impenal- 
anniversary of her accession to the throne. The occasion evoked a*®*® 
remarkable demonstration of loyalty and affection among all classes 
of her people at home and her subjects over-sea The enthusiasm 
was more than redoubled when, ten years later, she celebrated her 
“ diamond ” Jubilee. On both occasions there was a solemn service 
and a great review of battleships in the Solent. Yet there was a 
difference between them. In the first procession the central feature 
was the biilliant bodyguard of Princes: sons, sons-in-law, and 
grandsons of the Queen. The second was, as a military spectacle, 
even more splendid, but apart from the figure of the aged monarch, 
touching in complete simplicity, pubhc attention was riveted upon 
a group of black-coated citizens who formed a part—to the outward 
eye an incongruous part—of the superb pageant. These were the 
Prime Ministers of the self-governmg Dominions, and other repre¬ 
sentatives of over-sea Colonies Their presence struck the keynote 
of the Imperial Jubilee. 



440 


DEMOCRACY AND EAfPIRE [lass. 

Ths The Jubilee celebrations hod a threefold signlflcnnce i they 

Jubllfcs marked the z,emth of the Queen’s personal popularity among her 
subjects; they were a recognition of her dynastie position in 
Europe; and, above all, tliey forged fresh links between the Imperial 
Crown ami the over-sea Dominions,—between the mother and the 
daughter lands. Lord Ilcnconsficld would have given much to have 
seen those days. In a remarkable degree they vindicated his 
prescience. As a factor in domestic politics the Crown had sensibly 
declined in importance during the Inst two hundred years. The 
Jubilees brought home to tlic minginntion of the dullard that the 
Crown had a new function to fulfil, a new role to play, as the re¬ 
presentative of Imperial interests and the embodiment of Imperial 
sentiment. 

Thclm- The increasing recognition of thus sentiment was the character- 
FdeT^ istic differentia of the last years of the Victorian era. In the first 
decades of the reign the prevailing sentiment had been weary im¬ 
patience of a useless though temporary burden. That the Colonies 
would in no short time sever the tics that bound them to the mother¬ 
land was the hope of many and the expectation of all. The argument 
of Su George Corncwall Lewis’s Essay on ihr Govrrmnent of Depan- 
dencirs commanded in the ’forties all but universal assent.^ So late 
as 1872 Tcimysou had to rebuke The Times for having advi.sed the 
Canadians to " take up their freedom as the days of their apprentice¬ 
ship wore over But The Times represented prevailing sentiment 
more truly than Tennyson. 

The turn of the tide did not conic until the ’eighties. Many 
things then contributed to .swell it. The publication of Sir John 
Seeley’s Expansion of England m 188.'> was at once a cause and an 
indication of the cliangc. Tlie political future, he maintained, 
belonged to the “ big stales The Western Powers were quick to 
take the hint and the scramble for Afiica began. That scramble 
was due essentially to a realization of the rapid shrinkage of tlie 
world. Science was annihilating time and space, and the remotest 
coiners of the earth were being brought within the sphere of Euro¬ 
pean pohtics In Great Britain the new spiiit was stimulated, 
partly by the apprehension of these facts, partly by the activity of 
neighbours and rivals, but, above all, by multiplied manifestations 
of the rising Imperial temper m the Colonies themselves 
Impennl The year which witnessed the first Jubilee witnessed also, by a 
happy coincidence, the meeting of the first Colonial Conference. 

If a dominant countiyundcrstaodtlictrue mitiue ol the advniitagca arising 
from the supremacy and dependence of the iclatcd commuiiitU'B, it would volun- 
tniily recognue the legiil mdependeneo of such of ils own dejiendrncieB as weie lit 
for indepeudence , it would, by its polilienl nrrangtmcnts, study to prepiie for 
independence those which were sUll unable lo Htiinil nlonc ; and it would beck to 
promote oolonizalion for the purpose of ("vleiulinp; ils trade lalliei than iLs ernpne, 
and without intending lo inmataiii the depi ndeiieo of its Colonies beyond the time 
when they need its protection.”-—rublished in ISitl 
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The Conference was the outcome of the efforts of a band' off en¬ 
thusiasts among whom W. E. Forster, Edward Stanhope, and Lord 
Rosebery were conspicuous Its first-fruit was the Imperial Defence 
Act of 1888 for the increase of the Australasian squadron. The 
loyal and spontaneous offer of the Australasian Colonies to provide 
military contingents for the war in the Soudan in 1885 had raised 
the whole problem of Imperial co-operation for defence and war ; 
the splendid services rendered by the Colonies in the South African 
War (1899-1902) made a further and profound impression both upon 
the Britons of the home-land and upon their neighbours. It was 
manifest that for military purposes the Empire must henceforward 
be regarded as an unit. Meanwhile, the experiment of a Conference 
initiated in 1887 was repeated at Ottawa in 1894, and again in 
London in 1897, 1902, and 1911.^ These Conferences have touched 
very cautiously, when at all, the larger question of constitutional 
reconstruction for the Empire as a whole, but m regard to defence, 
communications, shipping, and many minor matters they have 
rendered incalculable service to the cause of Imperial unity. Pri¬ 
marily, however, they have been valuable in bringmg together, in 
friendly and intimate communication, the responsible statesmen of 
the mother and the daughter lands 

Meanwhile, the actual expansion of territory has been far from Terri, 
insignificant. Communication with the Far East was rendered 
secure by the annexation of the island of Socotra in 1886 and by 
the establishment of a Protectorate over North Borneo in 1888. 

More significant was the revival of a device which since the days of 
Adam Smith had fallen into some discredit. The statesmen of the 
seventeenth century cordially encouraged the concession of Charters 
to companies of merchants. Such concessions brought to the 
Crown a maximum of profit with a minimum of responsibility. 
Adam Smith condemned the confusion between political and com¬ 
mercial purposes, holding that the function of a merchant was in¬ 
consistent with that of a Sovereign. None the less, this method of 
colonization had solid advantages, and in the last decades of the 
nineteenth century they became increasingly obvious. The com¬ 
pany of merchants ” took risks and tried experiments, the Crown 
and the nation reaped where the merchants had sown. The device 
seemed to be particularly appropriate to Africa, upon which the 
attention of the European Powers was largely concentrated during 
the last fifteen years of the century. 

The Berlin Conference of 1884-1886 initiated the scramble for Africa 
African territory. British advance can here be indicated only by 
a bare enumeration of dates. In the South a Protectorate was 


i Vnr hiflforv ol the Conference, c/ liespofmble Gomninent in the Dommons, 
m , and Jebb, Colonial Conference; Marriott’s Evolution of the British Empire 


vol —, 

and Commonwealth, pp. 232.809 
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cstublisliecl over Becluiannlan<l (1885). On the We^t coast over the 
Niger territory (1885), and, m the same year, a Charter was granted 
to the Royal Niger Comimny, Jlut Clinrtercd companies and Pro¬ 
tectorates are, as a rule, traiiMinry phases, and m 1900 Nigeria was 
transferred to the Crown. On the Hast const the Chartered Company 
of East Africa (1888) similarly iirepared the way for the direct 
sovereignty of tlie Crown (1896). In 1880 a Charter was granted to 
the South African Company, which iins built up a great power in 
hlatabeleland and llaslioiiHland, and in the same year Central 
Africa was declared to be under Rritisli protection. In 1890 Lord 
Salisbury concluded a comprcliciiMvc agreement with Germany, one 
of the fruits of which was ii Urilnsh Protectorate over Zanzibar, 
Germany her,self was cslalili.slied on the East coast, in the hinterland 
of Zanzibar, on the South-west fiom Angola to Cape Colony, while 
in the North-west she acquired Togolaiul, a strip of territory between 
the British Gold Coast and Dahomey, and the Caiiieroons, a large 
tract to the souLli-oast of Nigeria. Witli Portugal Lord Salisbury 
came to terms m 1801, and with Erance, in reference to West Africa, 
m 1898. Eiirthcr treaties were concluded witli Germany m regard 
to I’ortuguese Africa m 1808, and to the Soudan in 1899, It was 
generally held that Heligoland—ceded to Germany in 1890—was a 
cheap price to pay for tlic African ngreciiicut, and, m any case, the 
partition of Africa will probably be accounted Lord Salisbury’s 
most enduring achievement in the doiiuim of Foreign Policy. 

The But it was not only Africa that was hioiiglit within the sphere 

Western Western statesmanship, 'riie atliick of Japan upon Korea m 

l^owcrs ^ A I 

and till 1894 proclaimed to tlie world the entiiinec of tv new Power into 

Far world-polities, China intervened to save Korea from the grasp of 
Japan, and the latter promptly turned upon the mediator, captured 
Port Arthur, and imposi'd upon Chum tlic treaty of Shimonoseki 
(1895) China was obliged to cede the Linn-Tiiiig peninsula, the 
island of Formosa, and to piomise a large nidemnity. But Euiope 
could not see with uncoiiecrn the rise of a new Power m the Far 
Eost. Russia, theicforc, witli France and Germany, stepped in to 
deprive Japan of the fruits ol victory, and, having come to the aid 
of China, proceeded to claim her reward. Germany obtained a 
lease of Kiao-Cliow m 1898 and Russia a similar lease of Port Arthur 
in 1899 England, feaiful of being left in the cold, obtained Wei- 
hei-Wei, and France got concessions neai Tonkin These encroach¬ 
ments roused into fresh life the old hostility of the Chinese to Western 
influences, and m 1809 a national upri.smg, led by the “ Boxers" 
threatened the extcrmmalion of all forcigner,s in Chinn Jopan 
]omed the Western Powers m the task of rescuing their countrymen 
from Pekin, and m 1901 pcaec was restored A year later the woild 
was startled to learn that Great Britain had so far emerged from her 
traditional diploinatiu isolation as to conclude an alliance with Japan, 
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To this significant step Great Britain, was, perhaps, induced by Australia 
a recognition of the vulnerability of her position m the Pacific. 

The material development of the Australasian Colonies had not kept 
pace with their constitutional evolution. Between 1854 and 1890 
all these Colonies—New South Wales, Victoria, Tasmania, South 
Australia, Queensland, Western Australia, and New Zealand— 
attained to the full dignity of responsible government. What they 
continued to lack was not government but subjects. The vast 
spaces of the great southern continents were virtually unpeopled.^ 

The spirit of high protection ran not, immigration was discouraged, 
and Australasian democracy was pmnarily concerned to keep up the 
price of labour. Mingled with this motive was the laudable ambition 
to preserve Australia as a white-man’s country. To the realization 
of tins and similar ambitions some closer form of political union was 
essential But Federation was, m Australia, a plant of slow and 
timid growth. Ever since 1847 the project had been intermittently 
discussed, but not until 1888 did it actually begin to take shape.* 

Several things then combined to render the problem insistent: the 
question as to the desirability of imported Chinese labour for the 
mines ; the escape of some French convicts from New Caledonia 
into Australian territory; rumouis that France was intending to 
annex the New Hebrides, above all, Lord Derby’s disavowal of the 
action of Queensland in setting up the British flag in New Guinea. 
Between 1883 and 1898 many conferences were held, and many 
schemes were discussed, but m 1893 the question was temporarily 
suspended by a severe financial crisis Between 1895 and 1899 the 
draftsmen were again continuously at work, and m the latter year a 
Bill, which expressed the mind of Australia, was sent home for the 
approval of the Imperial Legislature Thanks to the tact of Mr. 
Chamberlain, then Colonial Secretary, and of Mr. (now Sir Edmund) 
Barton,® the BiU became law, with a single amendment, as the 
Australian Commonwealth Act in 1900. It was the last great statute 
to which Queen Victoria gave her Royal assent, and in doing so she 
expressed her fervent hope that “ the inauguration of the Common¬ 
wealth may ensure the increased prosperity and well-being of my 
loyal and beloved subjects m Austraha 

Happy was the fate which permitted the venerable Sovereign to Death 

watch over the cradle of a new Nation. But this Queen 

expressibly appropriate, was almost the last she performed. Her Victoria 
health, which throughout her reign had been remarkably robust, 
was now failing rapidly. She felt acutely the humiliation mflioted 
upon the country by the defeats to her arms m South Africa, but 

1 The total population of Australasia in 1901 was only It milhons. 

“ I do not Ignore the nhorlive measme of 18o0 

® Afterwards first Prune Minister of the Commonwcaltli oi Australia 

< For clnstitutwnal details, cf Marriott, PohHcal Inshtimona, pp. 826-327 

* With one short interval after the Pnnee Consort s death 

* Ap Q,uaricvly No. 193. 
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never did she show liersclf more truly the mother of her people than 
in the dark dnj s of the winter of lS!ia-l‘)t)0. She it was who insisted 
in December, IBOO, that krRc reinforcements should be sent out 
and that Lord Roberts should be entrusted with the command'. 
Haviiifr thus mode adequate, though tardy, preparation, she faeed 
the issue with calm courage and coinplclc confidence. Despite 
failing health she went in and out among her people. encouraging 
the lighters, coiisolmg the wounded, comforting the mourners, 
warning and stimulating responsible Mmistcrii. She followed closely 
all the clTorls of her sotcher-s in .South Africa and cordially com¬ 
mended tlieir successes. Especially did she apiiiecinle the gallantry 
of the Colonial contingeuLs, aiul of the Irish regiments. The latter’s 
services she acknowledged with moie than words. .She gave them 
permission to wear a s[)rig ot sluiiiiroelv on St Patiick’s Day, and 
when the time came for her spring holiday m 1900 slie determined, 
instead of going to the South, to devote it to Ireland. In this deter¬ 
mination there was perhaps a tinge of self-reproach. “ She desired 
almost passionately,” so wc learn Irom one who knew her, “ to be 
loved hy the Irish,” hut she had done little to win their love, 
Pathetically she strove, at the lust, to make amends. Her last April 
she spent iii Dublin, where she was eiithiisiusUeally wclconied by all 
classes. The slram of the ellort was cnonnoiis, and combined with 
tliat of the South African war it hastened her eiiil. On .Tanuary 2nd, 
1901, she welcomed Lord Roberts on bis return from Soutli Africa, 
and on the 19 th the public learnt that she was seriously ill. On the 
22nd, in the presence of two sons, three daughters, and her grandson, 
the German Emperor, she passed away. She was m her eighty- 
second year, and had reigned sixly-tliree years seven months and 
three days. 

The close “ A little figure m a great age,” was Goldwiii Smith’s description, 

and Queen Elizabeth. Uiiti'uc of (iueeu Elizabeth, it would be still 

era less true of Queen Victoria. IIci death marked the close of a great 
life, a gieat reign, and a great historical epoch. Her personal 
character was a compound of shrewdness, simplicity, and sincerity. 
She was, said John Bright, “ Uie most absolutely truthful person I 
have ever known ”. Her gift of sympathy was known to aU, her 
punctuahty in business and her devotion to duty could be known to 
comparatively few Yet all men could see “ how superbly she 
continued to stand sentry to the business of her Empire ’’—virtually 
to the end “ The building of Uiat Empiie was largely, as we have 
seen, the work of her reign, and she was uiiaffecledly proud of it. 

Her reign had other claims to distinction which the foregoing 
pages have been intended to illustrate. Of the literature of the 
epoch lU) mention hos been made, since the mention could only have 

‘ Ap, Quarterly Itemew, No lOS 
’ 0/ for a line appreciation, Quarterly Uemeai, No 190. 
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been catalogic and perfunctory. Nor of the achievements of science. 
Never were those achievements greater, and never were they applied 
with ampler generosity to the service of humanity. Whethei regard 
be paid to the relief of human sulfermg, to the multiplication of 
utilities, or to the augmentation of wealth, the Victorian era incurred 
a heavy debt to the devoted workers in the scientific sphere. 

Not less impressive were the changes in the economic and social 
stiucture! the enlargement of the bounds of commerce, the genesis 
of new forms of industrial activity; the development of the principles 
of co-operation and combination; the deepening sense of social 
responsibility and social solidarity,—all these things were character¬ 
istic of the England of the nineteenth century. 

Nevertheless, our survey would seem to have substantiated the 
claim put forward in the opening pages of this woik Great as were 
its achievements m the domain of pure intellect, of applied science, 
of social service, and of industrial development, the nineteenth 
century will take rank among the ages by virtue of its contribution 
to political experiment and to the art of government. The on¬ 
coming of Democracy, extension of the Overseas Empire and the 
evolution of the self-governing poitioiis of that Empire into a Con¬ 
federated Commonwealth, these are the things that will to all time 
distinguish the Victorian era, 
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